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COMPREHENSIVE CHILD DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1971

THURSDAY, MAY 27, 1971

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON LEMPLOYMENT, MANPOWER, AND

POVERTY, AND SUBCOMMIT .EE ON CHILDREN AND YOUTH,

v THE COMMITTEE ON LiaBOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittees mei, at 10: 05 am., in room 1318, New Senate
Office Building, Senator Walter K. Mondale (Chairman of the Sub-
committee on %hildren and Youth), presiding.

Present: Senator Mondale.

Committee staff members present: A. Sidney Johnson III, profes-
sional staff member; John K. Scales, minority counsel.

Senator MownparLe. The subcommittee is considering this morning
§. 1512, the Comprehensive Child Development Act of 1971. Senator
Packwood has asked me to express his regrets at not being able %o
attend th-: hearing today, due to a conflict with another subcommittee
which is conducting an executive session.

We have a number of witnesses present this morning whom I am
sure will bring helpful testimony before the committee, :

Our first Wwitness this morning will be Rita C. Davidson, secretary
of the Maryland Department of Employment and Social Services.

T want to welcome you, Mrs. Pavidson,.and you may proceed with
your statement in any manner you see iit.

STATEMENT OF RITA C. DAVIDSON, SECRETARY, MARYLAND DE-
PARTMENT OF EMPLOYMENT AND SOCTAL SERVICES, BALTI-
MORE, MD.

Mrs. DavipsoN. Mr. Chairman and subcommittee members.

T am Rita C. Davidson, secretary of the Maryland Department of
Empioyment and Social Services, wwhich encompasses the State’s wel-
fare program, its employment and training services, its antipoverty
programs, its child development program and a long list of other pro-
grams of service to those in need of help.

T want first to express my enthusiastic support for the breadth and
depth of program envisaged by S. 1512, for its recognition of the many
frotors which contribute to the healthy development of a child and his
potential, and for its recognition for the first time of government’s
responsibility—from conception to adolescence—for the wholesome
development of each of its young citizens. Tt isa vital role for govern-
ment, and its assumption by government is long overdue.

T must, however, object strongly to the bill’s provisions on prime
sponsorship, both as a negation of our present form of government and
as an approach which is certain to fail in the bill’s stated goal of pro-

(ﬁ@‘)



674

viding every child with a fair and full opportunity to reach his full
potential.
UNDERMINING THE FEDERATL SYSTEM

The bill’s provisions make eligible for prime spousorship a State, a
locality, a combination of locualities, or, in the absence of an acceptable
plan from any of these, a private, nonprofit group. If. however, a State
proposes to conduct a program in a local area which has submitted an
acceptable application, the Secretary is required to fund the locality.

Senator MoxparLe. What States are conducting quality child devel-
opment programs now or capable of doing so ?

Mrs. Davipsonw. Maryland is one of them.

Senator MoxpaLE. Can you think of any others?

S Mrs. Davipson. I am sure there must be some others in the United
tates.

This preference must be given without regard to the respective
merits of the two plans or whether a joint effort might not produce a
better program. The State is thus left to preside over the cow pastures.

The Failure to recognize and *ake advantage of the State’s logical
role as planner and coordinatox i5 a major shortcoming in the bill. I
am not suggesting that all funding should be funneled through the
Sctate, nor even that the State be given priority over the subdivisions.
I am urging that the States be assignad the very vital role of planning
and even of oversight. Within the confines of the State plan localities
can be funded—either separately or jointly with other localities or
with the State. In fact, it should be the function of the State to arrive
at agreement with the Jocalities as to who will be responsible for serv-
ing as prime sponser in ‘which areas. That, it seems to me, should be
fundamental to the entire concept of a comprehensive, coordinated
system.

yA system of grants which bypasses the States vcan only undermine
the federal system of government. It is based on what I consider a
mistaken assumption that the level of government geographically
closest to the people governs most in the interest of the people. But
the wide range of social legislation enacted in the last decadc by the
Federal Congress—not initiated by the cities or the counties—has
taught us this is not necessarily true. It was the Federal Government
which initiated the moves against poverty, against discrimination,
against educational deprivation of poor children and against unem-
ployment. The Federal Government has taken the leadership on many
controversial social issues because it is less vulnerable to attack from
local groups which may want to keep down taxes or keep up inflated
real estate values or maintain their own ethnic supremacy.

Just as the Federal Government has moved where mayors or county
executives have feared to tread, so might a State government. In Mary-
land, the State government has, in fact, provided the leadership for
racially integrated day-care centers in counties whose conservation is
so pervasive that it is doubtful that such a racial mix of enrollees and
staft could have developed under local aegis. Other States have simi-
lar capacity for assuming the lead in areas still timid about stepping
mto the 20th century.

More succinctly, what I am saying is this: Lceal units of govern-
ment are not invested with any particular competence to grasp the

7 .
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needs and aspirations of the people—especially poor people—nor to
administer a program responsive to those needs and aspirations. On
the contrary, it often happens that the unit of government farthest
away is most responsive.

Lot me also call to your attention the fact that the Governor is fre-
quently more representative of the people than the elected head of the
smaller units of government. Almost twice as many people in Balti-
more City voted for Governors as voted for mayor in the last election
for each of these offices. To be specific, 214,000 Baltimoreans voted for

Jovernor in 1970; only 134,538 Baltimoreans cast a ballot for mayor
in 1967. The bill seems to imply that there is no abiiity on the Gov-
ernor’s part to reach the people. The people, apparently, do not feel
that way.

Theyv identify politicz1 responsibility more with the ‘Governor than
with the mayor. The Governor owes them an obligation to be able
to do his part to help them with thoir programs. /

Woe believe that the failure ‘o place with the State the plauning
and oversight responsibility will bring about the same chaos which
today characterizes manpower iraining.

It'is of some significance that most of the Senate sponsors of the
child development bill were also sponsors of the comprehensive man-
power training bill of 1970. Fundamental to the approach spelled out
in that bill was the emphasis on statewide planning. Clearly it was
inserted as an antidote to the chaos which has developed in the absence
of such planning.

Iet me quote from the bill :

Experience lias shown that the administration and delivery of effective man-
power programs are extremely complex, requiring a more comprehensive, unified
and flexible approach . . .

"'he effectivent ss of manpower programs would be improved by a more coordi-
nated approacl: in evaluating the needs of individual participants and mobilizing
avaijlable resources to meet these needs. It is, therefore, the purpose of this Act
to establish & comprehensive and coordinated national manpower Drogram,
involving the efforts of all sectors of the economy and all levels of government.

To achieve this aim the bill places on the State the responsibility
for developing a comprehensive plan for the State. In this way, no
area “falls between chairs,” duplication and overlapping are avoided
and all available resources within the State can be tapped.

The administration and delivery of child development programs are
10 Jess complex than that of manpower programs, and statewide plan-
ning is no less essential,

Absent a State plan for child development in each State, we shall
end up with thousands of small, isolated, uncoordinated child-care
programs, each limited in scope by its own boundaries.

Tn his introductory remarks on S. 1513, Senator Mondale made a
statement to which I must take exception. He said:

* % * few States have become invoived in early childhood development pro-
grams in any significant manner, and none have the resources to undertake a
program of the scope we intend in this legislation.

With all due respect to the chairman, I wish to point out that the
State in most instances has more resources than the localities. Certainly
this is true in Maryland. In any event, resources are not so abnndant in
any State that we can afford to use only a small portion of those that
may be available for child development.

e ‘-c’
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I am, therefore, urizing that the bill be amended to provide the
following:

{1) That the State be given the responsibility for planning, coordi-
nation and oversight of child development programs;

(2) That a priority for funding be given a State plan which estab-
lishes a joint program with one or several of its subdivisions;

(8) Thata State plan which does not estaklish such a joint program
ha given equal consideration with any locality 'which may apply for
prinze sponsorship in an area encompassed by the State plan; and that
selection be based on the relative merits of the two plans; and

(4) That bonuses be awarded contiguous localities or a State and
its localities for joint programing.

The intent of this bill is very easy to understand in light of the par-
ticular people who occupy a good many of the Governors’ seats in the
United States of America.

T appreciate what is being done here and what is the intent to be
done, but I would point out that there are what I call the good Gov-
ernors, the bad Governors, the ones with the white hats and the ones
with the black hats.

What your bill does is determine in advance that every Governor is
a bad guy Governor and every Governor wears a black hat and that
every local official is a good guy official and 'wears a good guy’s hat.

Al that we are asking you today is not to build in that presumption,
not to play the role of God and make that determination i advance.
We are asking you not to impose that rigidity but rather to open the
door for a determination by the Secretary of the Department of HEW
in each particular instance, based on each particular set of facts, to
determine whether, based on past performance, based on funding
levels, the State might not in fact in some instances be the good guy
and should be the one who is permitted to move for~-ard.

Maryland’s experience with a profusion of uncoordinated child care
programs points to the need for the four changes I have listed above.

There are currantly enrolled in Maryland in licensed day care facili-
ties 15,634 preschool children on a full-time basis and 16,590 on a half-
day basis. No one knows how many may be enrolled in unlicensed
facilities. These children are in a diversity of public and private pro-
grams. My own department operates 20 day care centers, a number
which will grow to 30 by next December. We also provide family day
care and purchase of group day care. Throughout the State there are
96 Headstart programs, run by community action agencies; 44 day
care centers for the retarded, operated by the Maryland Department
of Health and Mental Hygiene ; 123 private nursery schools and kinder-
gartens accredited by the board of education and 42 early childhood
education centers operated by the State board of education with the
assistance of title I and IIT funds of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act. i

As the need grew and the number of programs proliferated in our
State, it became clear that planning and coordination were going to
be necessary. _

In recognition of this, Governor Mandel last December established
an Office of Chiklhood Development within the Department of Em-
ployment and Social Services. Its principal mandate is to pian and
coordinate child development programs so that we can make usc of

A
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all available vesources—public and private—to the end that every
child in need of the program can have access, and that it be a good
program.

Unfortunately, the bill before you today is the antithesis of this
principle. It would take us back to the chaos we are trying to leave
behind. In the conduct of our own day care programs, we are em-
phasizing comprehensive services, encompassing educational, health,
diagnostic, cultural, and social services. As an indication of the em-
phasis we are placing on quality, I might mention that we are budg-
oted for fiscal 1972 at $2,088 a year per child, which is slightly below
the HIEW Office of Child Development’s estimate of $2,320 a year per
child for a top-notch program, but well above the medium or accept-
able level of $1,862.

According to Gertrude Hoffman, program specialist for day care
of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: “Maryland is
far a},l,ead of most States in providing child care under public ageney
aegis.

SWo cite this statement from a memorandum of September 11, 1970,
as testament that a State can provide high-quality service on the
community level.

We are currently moving in the direction of greater community in-
volvement. A statewide 4-C’s committee is today functioning as adviser
to our Office of Childhood Development. The State committee is cur-
rently organizing local committees, at least one-third of whose mem-
bership will be parents of enrollees.

In all respects we feel the State of Maryland is moving in the direc-
tion to which thisbill points.

Although we are growing, we are not growing rapidly enough to
meet the very great need in our State. For that reason, this program is
vital to us.

Acccrding to the Labor Department, about one-third of all mothers
with children below the age of 6 are working—a total of 414 -million
mothers. If we apply Maryland’s population ratio to the national
figure, we can assume that about 90,000 working women in Maryland
have youngsters under 6 who need day care. We are certain that a large
percentage of these children are inadequately cared for. Many are in
the care of older brothers or sisters who sonetimes take turns staying
home from school to carry out their adult duties. Others are in the care
of a father who works af night and sleeps during the day. Others are
“turnkey kids,” completely on their own. And, of course, we have all
heard the many horror stories about some of the unlicensed centers.

Such neglect, of children is a disgrace to our rich and otherwise
child-oriented Nation. Nothing is too good for our children—except
perhaps good care. ,

We want to move forward. We believe in the comprehensive pro-
gram you are offering. We hope you will make it possible for us at
the State level who are, in our view, the good guys and wear the white
hats, who have demonstrated the ability to carry out such a program
to continue and to grow and to offer in our State at least the kind of
leadership we believe we can offer to make this program a success.

Senator Monpare. Thank you for your comprehensive statement

concerning these who seek to administer such programs at the State

level. ‘
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I must say that I believe Governor Mandel is one of the great Gov-
ernors of our country.

Mrs. Davipson. Thank you.

Senator MonpatLE. I really admire him.

In picking the white hats, as you refer to them, we could choose,
I suppose, the Department of HEW. Or we could choose the Gover-
nors or the mayors or the parents. We chose the parents rather than
any of them on the grounds that parents knew best what was best for
the children.

Of course that is what upper middle class people do all the time.
They wouldn’t dream of letting their children be placed under the
control of other authorities. So we don’t get into the question of who
is better able to provide quality child care. That is clearly for the
parents to do.

I gather from your comments you thought we were making the
mavor the big cheese, so to speak.

Mrs. Davipson. The question is who actually gets funded and
whether it be a locality—and I notice you have not here set for the size
of the locality. It can be a very small area, apparently, that can be
funded.

Senator Monpare. Under our bill only those projects can be funded
which a parent-council approves. It is not the mayor, it is not the
Governor, it is not the Secretary of the HEW and it is not the Presi-
dent of the United States. The power in this program rests with the
parents.

Mrs. DavipsoN. I understand that—and I have no objection to that.
I think that is a good feature of the bill.

What T am suggesting is in the planning function, in putting to-
gether a program, we find in our State, or found befcre we started
our new office, that the Social Services Administration would place
a day care center immediately across the street from model cities day
care center because there was something called coordination that was
absent. This is wasteful. It spins everybody’s wheels. It duplicates
effort and it provides us less services. The approach of giving the
localities or the parents the decisionmaking, the running of the pro-
gram, determinations as to what kind of a program, whether the
community wants a program or not—that is fine but somewhere in
the world there has got to be somebody who worries about whether
15 groups are doing the same thing, doing something dicerent, ap-
proaching one target group or a different target group, et cetera. It
is really in the planning field that we have concern.

‘Once everybody could agree that this is the way it goes, then clearly
the money could go to ihe localities, to tthe parents, and they could
run their program in the way in which they see fit. But we cannot, in
my view, simply take the position that just like Topsy it is all going
to come out in the right place. That really is the way we went to the
manpower field and it does create problems.

You get competing programs, overlapping programs, the State
trying to do its thing and the city trying to do its thing and the
parents trying to do their thing, with nobody talking to one another.
It is a practical, dav-to-dav problem. It is really in the planning field
or in the coordinating field that I sec the vital role for the State.
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The State doesn’t have to run the programs, it doesn’t have to imple-
ment the programs, but it is a political entity.

People do elect the governor and it can provide through the plan-
ning mechanism a kind oi integration which we will not otherwise get.

Senator MoNDALE. I ¢ 1see where a State’s planning services could
be valuable. I can see wlre the State’s advisory coordinating role
would be practical. = ‘i _ u give the States the powe - I think 1t will
dilute the parent r  and sult in the same kind of sappointments
wo have had in ES. . tii’. I, the Johnson-O’Malley funds, the school
desegregation funds :nd -1l the rest. I think all of ~hose programs
suffer from the failur. t¢ espond to the needs of the ' arents and the
needs of the children.

Let’s go back to the employment program. We did r:ass an employ-
ment act, but in that act —c placed the control of manpower programs
in communities of 75,000 o more, not in the States. We did 1t because
after several years of experience we have been very disappointed in
some of the States. For example, we have to think.about what John
Bell Williams wants to do for the poor black children of Mississippi.
We have to think about what Governor Reagan has in mind for the
children of welfare mothers in California. It is not a happy thought.

Mrs. Davipson. My only poiut is

Senator Monpare. Would you give them the power to run all day-
care centers in Mississippi ¢

Mrs. Davipson. I would give them the power to submit a plan and
to have the plan judged on the basis of its merits 2nd on the basis of
the State’s previous experience and ability to perform in this field
in competition with the plan of the locality.

I am not suggesting that you give us everything, “us” being the
States, because I understand your difficulties. T am asking for an even
chance. I am asking that when the State submits a plan and a locality
submits a plau, that the Secretary of the TEW be given the discretion
to review those plans to determine which is the better of the two plans,
which of the parties has demonstrated an ability to carry forward the
intent of the act, and then to make a determination.

This is my only point.

I would like the State to be given an even chance with the locality.
It may be that there is another Governor besides mine somewhere 1
the United States who really wants to do this job with you. I think
those Governors, whoever they may be, ought to be on a par with the
local community.

I think the Secretary of HEW ought to have the discretion to evalu-
ate the plan and I think we ought not to decide today that we know
that no Governor is going to do that and that any locality that comes
in is going to do something better for the people than what the State
might do. That is my point.

Senator Moxpars. What we are saying is that we are preferring
the parents.

Mrs. Davipson. I understand that but you know parents sometimes
have less money than the State. Localities sometimes have less mone
than the State. If a locality comes in with a proposal—and let’s say it
is a fairly large one. Let’s say it happens to be as large as the city of
Baltimore. If it places one day care center in the northwest quadrant
and three in the other three quadrants of the city, then I take 1t that 1t




680

has established its geographical area. Th. ~i" - jias mueh less funds to
put into this kind of a program, it so hay =ng i my & te, tha: does
the State itself.

Why should the State be prohibited fr -~ nz: ricip: 12 as a joint

partner in that program, as a joint sponso '+ .t prc ram? That is
what you are telling us is going to happen. ~ s ams -cesting, may
be a waste of resource, it may be a was.o t talen. »f technical
assistance.

It seems to me that where a State is'willingte  id ad¢ icnal money
to the locality it ought not to simply have to e the :10ney to the
locality, that it ought to be given the riht part “Ipate in the
program.

Senator MowparLe. One of our problems - 1 equ:ty between
parents and a State is illustrated in Mississl~  We h 2 John Bell

Williams working up a plan for the poor Llaci- childre of a county.
Then the parents of that county plan something for t.eir children.
Then they both come to Washington and con:pete for approval.

Do you think that is equal?

Mrs. DavipsoN. In my view if you have a competent Secretary of the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, I think it is equal.

Senator Monpave. They come down here and in the name of State’s
rights say, “Now, look, are you going to say that we don’t know how to
handle our programs here? Are you going to turn down the sovereign
State of Mississippi, or the sovereign State of (California? Or are vou
going to listen to these radicals that waunt a program for their
children ¢”

Mrs. Davmson. T don’t know Mr. Richardson very well. If I ~<were
the Secretary of that department it'would be equal.

Senator Monrare. That might be right.

Thank you very much.

'Our next 'witnesses are s community panel from the city of New
York.

Mrs. Patricia Williams, president of the parents organization of
the Bethany-Lenox Hill Day Care Center; Mrs. Sylvia Okoronko,
vice chairman of the parents organization of the Bethany-Lenox Hill
Day Care Center; and Mys. Carol Lauibin of United Neighborhood
Houses of New York City.

T understand the National Federation of Settlement Houses helped
bring this panel together and I am grateful to them.

STATEMENT OF PATRICIA WILLIAMS, PRESIDENT, PARENTS
ORGANIZATION OF THE BETHANY-LENOX HILL DAY CARE
CENTER AND BOARD MEMBER, LENOX HILL NEIGHBORHOOD
ASSOCIATION, NEW YORK CITY; ACCOMPANIED BY SYLVIA
OKORONEKZ, VICE CHAIRMAN, PARENTS ORGANIZATICN OF THE
BETHANY-LENOX HILL DAY CARE CENTEL AND BOALD MEM-
BEX, LENOX HILL NEIGHBORHOOD ASSCCIATION, NEW YORK
CITY; AND CLAzOL LUBIN, UNITED T7TE£.Z=ZBORIO0D HOUSES OF
NEW YORK CITY

Mrs. Loein. £ am Carol Lubin and ¥ just want "0 explain for a
second what our delegation is.

13
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Mrs. Garson will be a little late.

In putting together our delegation we have deliberately sel ted
parents who are also members of the board of day care centers hat
are in settlements. Mrs. Garson, who is a paraprofessional teachsr in
the settlement, and I would like to call on vur first witness.

Mrs. Winrians. I plan to deviate from my statement.

My name is Patricia Williams. I am the president of the Bethany-
Lenox Hill Day Care Center Parents’ Organization as well as a mem-
ber of the board of directors of Lenox Hill Neighborhood House in
New York City.

T am here as a member of the tecam of representatives speaking for
the Nati nal Federation of Settlements and United Neighborhood
Houses of New York.

My two daughters are envolled in the Bethany-T.enox Hill Day
Caye Center enabling me to be employed as a departmental adminis-
trator at New York Medical College in New York City, which is cur-
rently affiliated with Metropolitan Hospital Center. This hospital
serves a community largely made up of Spanish-speaking and black
citizens.

In working with young doctors still in training, I have learned from
them how badly the children of this community need the programs
described in S. 1512. Many of them are undernourished, knowing only
a life of deprivation, sickness, and hunger. The care given to them by
these dedicated young physicians only scratches the surface of the
problems of their lives.

We who are involved in early childhood programs feel that S. 1512
is generally a good, useful, and vitally needed piece of legislation and
urge that 1t be reported for action by the Senate and passed. I, my-
self, am particularly pleased that this legislation calls for local prume
sponsors which can deal directly with the Federal Government instead
of being involved in political infighting between State and city which
is now taking place in New York.

They can deal with the Federal (overnment instead of being in-
volved in political pulling and tugging between State and city which
is now taking place in New York. Coming from Metropolitan New
York and having lived in upstate New York for a number of years,
T come from a State where the decisions for the city are made largely
by representatives of those people living in upstate commiunities which
aTe largely rural communities.

We are faced now, as a matter of fact, with a situation in New York
where the State has decided that in order to receive Federal funding—
because they have more money—to change the requirements as far as
day care in New York City is concerned ; 96.3 percent of the day care
services in New York State are located in New York City. What this
will do is prevent a family of four making more than $7,500 a year
from getting any kind of day care services. It will raise fees beyond
the scope of the pocketbooks of some of these people who depend on
day care to make their living. Tt will take away day care from a lot
of people in New York City who need it and it will prevent anybody
whe does not have it now from getting it in the future.

This is why I feel if we can deal directly with the Federal Govern-
ment—not to give the State Governor the black hat or the white hat,
necessarily, but simply to be able to deal with the Federal Govern-

EOs
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ment based on our “ocal needs and not get involved in funding and
political influences which are rampant in the State of New York now.

It may not occur in Maryland but it certainly occurs in New York
State.

Senator MonpaLE. I am sure they have none of it in Maryland.

Mrs. Wrnrrams. I am sure they don’t.

T have read Senator Mondale’s introduction of S. 1512 in the Con-
gressional Record of April 6,1971. I found it to be # fine, noble speech
expre.sing the vital needs of our children in this country. However, I
feel that S. . 512 itself lacks a very illusive ingredient. It does call at-
tention to, among other things, the nutritional and health needs of our
children which are tragically evident today.

I, myself, lived in Vermont and in upstate New York for 5 years,
and saw young children who did not know what ice cream was, who
had never had a home without a dirt floor, or slept a winter’s night
without freezing from the cold coming through the plastic windows,
ang \ghose chance for breaking out of this environment was small
indeed.

However, the quality of the teaching and care which the children
in these programs rcceive is vitally important. This is the illusive
ingredient which is not emphasized in the bill as much as I would like
it to be. Our children deserve the very best of everything.

Briefly, I should like to comment on what we as parents, given
proper funding, would consider an ideal day-care situation. We see
day-care centers all over the country available to families and children
who need them or want them, staffed by professionals, paraprofes-
sionals, and community citizens, all working together to give the chil-
dren a healthy, stimulating, and joyful learning experience.

We see all the staff within the day-care structure well trained
whether through in-service programs or other sources, for the complete
development of every child’s potentials.

I am delighted that S. 1512 calls for parent representation especially
on the local policy councils. I do not feel that one specialist in early
childhood development on a local policy council is enough. I would
think that parents whose children are involved in these programs
would rather have 50 percent representation on these policy councils
and more experts in childhood development to help us give the chil-
dren the best programs possible.

As parents we all want the best for our children but, anfortunately
love and affection do not necessarily qualify us to decide which pro-
grams are the best for our children.

I would also like to call attention to an area which is not covered
by S. 1512. Children in the ages of 3 to 10 are subject to various minor
infections, cornmon colds, et cetera. When a mother finds her child has
a cough or a cold, she is faced with the problem of either staying out
of work or finding a babysitter to come to the home, if she can afford
it. She cannot take the child to the day care centar for fear of infect-
ing other children and also exposing the child to too strenuous activity
for his condition.

I would like to see an infirmary or clinic iri each day care center
set aside for children who are not seriously ill, where they would be
cared for by professionals and still involved in moderate activity
separated from healthy children. Public health nurses or physicians

19
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could certify for the director of the center that the child was able t»
attend the infirmary or clinic.

With two children who periodically have upper respiratory in-
fections, I can testify to the tremendous relief this would be to tre
parents who are under pressure to maintain a steady work record.

In closing, may I simply stress on behs1f of those parents, and their
children whom I represent, 100 percent, support for S. 1512 and the
hope for its passage into actual legislation. It can only be a sound
investment for all our futures.

Mrs. OxoroNkwo. My name is Sylvia Okoronkwo, and I am a full-
time registered nurse at the New York Hospital. As was indicated by
the previous speaker, I am part of the National Federation of Settle-
ments --United Neighborhood Houses team which is testifying in
general support of S. 1512,

As the parent of one child in day care—and with two older children
of elementary school age attending a settlement house after-school
program, I can personally vouch for the importance of qualified day
care and child development services. I can also attest to the fact that
T would not have pursued my own career or rendered service t0 others
had I not been able to find satisfactory care forall three of my children.

Mv two older children attended the Bethany-Lenox Hill Center
until they began elementary school. 1f T gave up my professional ca-
reer and stayed at home to take full responsibility for the care of my
children, I would find myself on the welfare roll and not only be a
financial burden on society but also diminish the strength of the medi-
cal services which we so badly need in the country. As you may be
aware there is an acute shortage of trained medical personnel; espe-
cially nurses, in the United States and in the world as a whole. The
medical profession is expanding and needs more specialists at all levels.

I work days, evenings, and nights in an intensive care unit caring
for patients who have had open-heart surgery. There are hundreds
of thousands of mothers who render similar professional and essential
services to communities and the country who would be lost to welfare
rolls because of inadequate facilities in day care centers and commu-
nity houses. Because 1 believe in arental responsibility both in op-
erating day care centers and in guiging settlement house policies, I am
now serving on the parent committee of the day care center and the
board of directors of the settlement house—Lenox Hill Neighhorhood
Association.

As a registered nurse, I believe Tamin a particularly strong position
to comment on both the flexibility of programs covered by S. 1512 and
the variety of the need of our population for diverse programs. I see so
frequently, as I deal with patients, the cost to them and to our people
as a whole, of inadequate services for our children ; of inadequate nu-
trition, of inadequate understanding of the needs of special groups—
the handicapped, the minority, or the culturally different, the family
with language problenis and also the specially gifted and the over-
restrained, to menticn only a fevs.

From my experience as an R.N., T am aware of some of the special
problems that must be faced in dealing with the very young, on the
one hand, and the older children on the other. I am, therefore, very
happy to find that the bill takes their problems into consideratior.
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and makes provision both for their care and for training of staff to
help provide for their development.

In this connection, we need more than just babysitters. More money
should be provided so that the day care centers would be in a position
to give more than just custodial care. More money is needed for com-
prehensive quality programs, programs which will help the child to
develop and utilize all its potential. I am aware, however, of two inade-
quacies in the bill.

First, not enough money has been appropriated to secure adequate
staff, ; rovide for their training needs, and obtain the particnlar facil-
ities that may be needed.

Second, there is no specific place within the structure of the local
policy council for representation of these needs and of the special
expertise that may be needed to develop the most feasible local plans
to cover these children and their families. If T were a parent member
of a local policy committee, T would not want to have to speak regu-
larly for all the factors concerned.

On behalf of those I represent, I offer full support to'S. 1512.

Senator Monpare. Thank you very much.

Yousay you have three children ?

Mrs. Oxoronkwo. I do, sir.

Senator MonpaLe. What ages are they ¢

Mrs. Ororonkwo. My older child is 9 years old. The one next to her
is 8, and the last child is 5.

Senator Monpare. And the two older ones g0 to elementary school ¢

Mrs. Oxoronrxwo, They do.

Senator MonpaLe. And are gone during the day?

Mrs. OgoroNEWO. Yes.

Senator Moxpave. And the youngest child goes tothe day ecare
center?

Mrs. Oxoronkwo. Yes.

Senator MonpaLe. What do you think of the services you get at the
day care center ¢ Do you think the child gets the decent care she needs ?

Myrs. Oxoronrwo. The one going there presently does indeed. As a
matter of fact, she has been guided in such a way that I feel that she
has developed beyond the normal child’s development. Recently we
were allowed to take the records of the examinations which she passed.
This test was exposed to her through the facilities of independent
schools in New York City and State. She 'won a scholarship through
this and will be going to an independent or private facility.

So I think they developed her very well. She went to Lennox Hill
Neighborhood Day Care Center when she was 2 years and 114 months.

Senator Monpare. What kind of program do they have? Maybe
you could tell us how much they spend annually per person. Does
anyone know ?

Mrs. Wirnianms. Per child ¢

Senator MoNDaLE. Yes.

Mrs. WriLLiaMs. I think it’s in the neighborhood of $2,700.

Mrs. Luemn. We would like to add this to the record later. It might
be worth noting that one of the big advantages of day-care centers
in settlement houses is that they have been receiving reimbursement
from the city on the basis of part-city and part-Federal and part-State
funds for each child on the basis of their own budget. They also add
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in a very substantial factor in that the space is given by the settlement
and is not paid for by the city at the inoment, and they add in extra
administrative and other services, since they have several other pro-
grams from which they can draw.

In this respect day-care centers in settlement liouses are in a some-
what stronger position than day-care centers that are all on their
own. This is one of the reasons why both of our ladies are members
of the boards of both the day-care house and the settlement center. The
expenses run quite close to $2,600.

Senator Moxpare. Is it comprehensive child care with education,
health, and nutrition ?

Mrs. OxoronEwo. Definitely.

Mrs, Wirriayms. ‘The settlement house has a full-time nurse.

Senator Moxrare. How many children in the day care center?

Mrs. Winriams. Ninety-five. That includes an after-school program
where the children are picked up from the local public school, brought
to the settlement house to the day care center.

Senator MonpaLe. How many children do you have?

Mrs. Wirriams. Two.

Senator MonDaLE. And how many in the day-care center ¢

Mrs. WirLiams. Both.

Senator Monpare. How old are they ?

Mrs. WiLLiams. Four and five.

Senator Monpare. What do you think of the services they receive?

Mrs. Wirtiams. I¥s my livelihood, really. It has given me the
opportunity to work. It has given me the opportunity to watch my
children develop.

Senator MonDpaLE. What do you do? What is your job ?

Mrs. Wrrriams. I am a departmental administrator in a medical
college.

Se%ator Moxpare. You don’t have to answer this. What does that

ay?
P Mrs. Wirriams. About $8,000 a year—are you talking about gross
or net ? It’s quite different.

Senator MoNDALE. What would happen if they had a day-care center
where the children were not offered this developmental care but were
simply kept during the day, with no decent health or education serv-
ices. Whait would you do?

Mrs. WitLiams, Since T am alone and have no choice, either to work
or to go to the welfare rolls. If T had the choice of putting my child
in a situation where I felt it would be detrimental to her I would not
leave hor in that kind of situation.

Senator MonpaLe. Which would then mean you would goto welfare?

Mrs. Winrianms. Yes. I don’t know what I would do but I would not
put my children in a situation I felt was detrimental to them. I don’t
think any day-care center can be detrimental to a child but I think
that if it is a glorified babysitting service, then that can be very detri-
mental to a ckild.

You have a child whe is going through its most crucial age of de-
velopment, and it’s a very seasitive thing you are working with. For
myself, I can only say that to me Lennox Hill hvas been just, the greatest
thing that ever happened to me and to my children. I would love to
see every day-care center in this country exactly like that one.
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Senator Moxpare. Do you think most of the day-care centers in New
York City are of the same quality ?

Mrs. Wirrtiams. Not by any means. Not anywhere near it.

Senator Moxpare. Would you comment on that ¢

Mrs. Wiiriams. I think 1t is unfortunate that because of problems
in our State government and because of the localities in which these
people live who really need the day care centers, that there are not
sufficient facilities, and they don’t have the money to hire the kind
of professionals and well-trained people that they need. The parents
sometimes come from foreign countries and don’t understand the lan-
guage, and don’t know what their children are learning. They are not
get:ing anything except glorified babysitting services.

These parents are valiantly trying to stay off the welfare rolls. My
mother works for the New York State Employment Service and she
sees countless numbers of women every day who are trying very hard
to find jobs, to find a day-care center to take their children. There are
no places available. There is not enough money and there’s going to be
less in New York now.

Senator Moxpare. How many applications do you receive? How
many do you have to turn down ?

Mrs. Liopin. In New York there are more children on the waiting
lists than there are in day care.

Senator Monpare. Do you know how many are on the waiting list
for this center?

Mrs. Witrrams. For Lennox Hill Center? I believe that number at
Lennox Hill is not as large as the waiting list at other centers in the
city, simply because it’s located in a neighborhood that is very raixed.
It is on the East Side, which is a high-income neighborkuvod. There
isa waiting list but not as large as at other centers. R

Mrs. Oxoroxn®gwo. I think it’s also due to the fact that the people
coming from that neighborhood are mostly senior citizens or in the
upper income bracket and they would not need that facility, because
the neighborhood has changed. Then there are a few of us who do need
the facility, which would reiduce the waiting list comparatively.

Senator Monpare. Thank you very much for a most useful state-
ment and for a view of what these centers mean to you as parents. It’;
very helpful to us.

Mrs. Lusin. Senator, could I just add one thing on the waiting list
situation?

‘What hos been said about Lennox Hill is obviously true but in most
of the city the waiting lists are not only large but one of the things
that has worried us so. Take for example the lower East Side in New
York, where we have been trying to have a coordinated approach to
the problem.

We know that vhere are quantities of parents—we lack the research
funds to determine exactly how many and this is w' - we are glad
to see this kind of provisicn in the bill-—whoe know ti ¢ the day care
centers, both good and bad, are closed, and that they cannot take any
more in at the moment. Therefore thev have ceased o register. We
keep hearing both from the welfare oflices and through the schools
of the quantities of mothers who would get off welfare if they could
find a place, and others who arz earning low inconies and who are seek-
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ing places. This is also particularly hard on the after-school programs
for kids from theage of 6 on up.

T am pleased to see that your bill goes up to age 15. Those mothers
must find some way of looking after their children. The city is just
beginning to fund after-school programs as independent programs
related to the schools. That is, not necessarily in the schools but as
part of them. This is the kind of problem in our current fight between
the city and the State.

These children are going to be rejected completely because the fees
are so high they will not be able to afford to go into the after-school
programs.

Mrs. Garson has still not arrived. T hope it will be possible to provide
for her statement.

Senator Monpare. Thank you very much. We will include her state-
ment as it reads. Our next witness is Mrs. Phyllis Robinson, who is a
delegate to the White House Conference on Children and a Headstart
parent.

T might say that Senator Javits could not be with us this morning
but ke is the principal cosponsor of this measure.

We are very pleased to have you here with us this morning, Mrs.
Robinson. Thank you for coming.

_ STATEMENT OF PHYLLIS ROBINSON, DELEGATE TO THE WHITE

HOUSE CONFERENCE ON CHILDREN AND YOUTH, HEADSTART
PARENT, PROVIDENCE, R.I.

Mrs. Roernson. Thank you, Senator Mondale.

First T would like to read from my statement. I hope it’s been passed
out among you by this time.

Senator Monpavre. Yes. We have it.

Mrs. Roprnson. Senator Mondale, members of the committee, ladies
and gentlemen, my name is Phyllis J. Robinson, former chairman of
Headstart Board of Directors, Inc., in Providence, R.L., former chair-
man of region I, OCD~-HEW, parent advicory council and first. vice-
chairman of national parent advisory council, and delegate to the
White House Conference on Children and Youth. Thank you for ask-
]iong me to testify in support of your comprehensive child development

il

Throughout the past 5 years I personally was gifted as many other
parents with a program affectionately known as Headstart. Like a
child during its infancy, great care and moneys are poured into it and
first-class treatment is given all the way.

The need was great, this innovative program reached out for certain
segments of the poor population and could only administer to those
children of great need who met the poverty requirenients, thus leaving
behind those children whose parents were working and because those
parents made $20 over the poverty line they could not be accepted, and
if they were it was because of a greater need.

In Providence, we have at least 1,000 children, 3 and 4 years cld, on
waiting lists to get into Headstaft. If you included those children just
over the poverty line, there would be 2,500 on the waiting list. Many
Headstart parent groups are faced with similar situations, not enough
money, thousands of children on the waiting lists, making decisions on
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a suitable classroom, where it will be located next year; worrying about
continuous replacement of classrooms from church basements or
schoolrooms.

Parents want to serve more children, but moneys are not availahle.
More money must be provided, and it must be secure—such as funding
for a 2-year period. Parents want a day-care situation and Headstart
can and is becoming just that—we need money to employ more staff to
help with children.

Parents do not. want to be forced to work as I am sure you under-
stand this as many feel a mother’s place is in the home, and with their
children. I feel as a parent that their wishes should be respected.

Parents have come a long way as part of the Headstart family. They
serve as volunteers in the classrooms; many woik in paid positions as
consultants and some volunteer and with directors at the administra-
tion level.

Many parents desire jobs but no new moneys are available in the
program, but with this new bill, Comprehensive Child Development
Act, there is hope for many of us to obtain jobs and remove ourselves
from despair to dignity.

Parants snd former parents should have a strong involvement in
programs, as members of the Child Development Council and the local
policy councils that this act entails.

Parents of low income would welcome parents of upper income
brackets into the program provided there is no threat to the content
of the program and that its priority remains with the poor. You see
as in the past, many feel like myself that just as soon as a program
gets too good 1t is no longer a product of the poor pecple but instead
belongs to those who can afford to pay for its services.

T hope I have been able to show you that there is a desperate need
for your Comprehensive Child Development bill. But we are very
concerned about any moneys going directly to the State. What safe-
guards will there be for poor people and parents then? States are not
sensitive or responsive to the poor; they don’t want parents to be in-
volved. The Government has been in business for a Jong time and 1t
doesn’ want parents disrupting things.

If States do get this money, their rigid l2ws will be employed and
many people will forfeit their present jobs. Noncertified teachers
already employed in Headstart programs must be assured that their
jobs will be maintained. '

A wise man once said :

“Some people see things as they are and ask why. I see things as they
might have been and ask why not.”

If the poor were given a chance to control their own destinies and
were supported by human faith and the Government made moneys
available with guidance, T am willing to bet that poverty would be
on its way out.

Senator Moxpare. Thank you very much for a most useful state-
ment, Mrs. Robinson.

‘Why do you believe that parents’ involvement in the control of these
programs is important ?

Mrs. Roernson. Well, sir; as in the past and as vou probably know,
parents have been trying desperately to be heard. In the school system
throughout the United States of America you will note that there

G
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are often confrontations on what is best for this child. Parent in-
volvement means many things.

Tt means the parent relating to the child, the parent relating to the
administration. I think if parents were given a far better role—I hope
I am on the right question ¢

Senator MoNDALE. Yes, you are.

Mrs. Ropinson. If parents were given a far better role such as one
of decisionmaking, not of advisory, you know, and they were listened
to, they were given a greater voice, I don’t think this confrontation
would exist.

Senator MonpaLe. There scems to be a feeling among most Amer-
jzans that they know exactly what is best for their children.

Mrs. Ropinson. Yes.

Senator MoxpaLe. But when it comes to poor folks, there is a feeling
that they don’, isn’t there ?

Mrs. Roeinson. Exactly. 1 feel that too long the so-called bureauc-
racy has made decisions as to what is best for the poor. I feel that now
that the poor have become educated in masses per se as a result of
Headstart, as a result of many poverty programs that have been in
existence, that parents have found themselves capable of speaking on
what is best for their children.

Senator MoxparLe. Do you think there are enough people around
to operate good programs if we did get the money for them ?

Mrs. Ropinson. Certainly.

Tet me state this to you, that in Providence alone we cut back from
800 children to 420 over the past 5 years. Those parents that were
suddenly thrown back onto the welfare rolls are out of work. I would
say to you, give me 30 days and X could find at least 100 or 200 parents
that would be capable of operating a program.

Senator MonparLe. How did you get involved in Headstart ?

Mrs. Roprnson. It all began with a knock on the door and a lady
standing there and saying, “I’m the family worker from Headstart,”
and also my nephew was involved in it. ﬁis mother was too busy so
I went to meetings and I sort of got hung up there.

T realized that this is a new type of innovative program. It has dif-
ferent types of curricula. I was a sort of withdrawn person. I was
also fearful of the landlord, fearful of answering doors. Once I became
involved, it was just like, wow, like there are people cut there who
really listen, you know, like there’s a director or perhaps an assistant
director who will really talk to us. People at the administration level
and people of my level could really relate to them. So it really brought
me on, so to speak. )

Senator MonparLe. How many children do you have, Mrs. Robinson ?

Mrys. Rosinson. T have four.

Senator MoNDaLe. Are any of them in the Headstart program ?

Mrs. Rosinson. Angel Robinson is my daughter.

Senator MonpaLe. How old is she ?

Mrs. Ropinson. She is four.

Senator MonbparLe. Do you work in addition to caring for the child ?

Mrs. Roprnson. Part time. I am a trainer. I am also on the welfare
rolls and T have to report all extra moneys. I am a consultant, a parent
consultant. This will give you an idea of what parents can do.T live in
the ghettowhich Is in the heart of Providence. I exist there. I have been
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going to meetings and conferences, sent by the board of directors which
T am on. T have a contract to go out and consult other units. I teach
parent groups the philosophy of Headstart, you know, the nine cate-
gories. T also train administrative staff and the Headstart stafl.

Senator Monpare. Thank you very much for a useful statement.

Senator Pell, of Rhode Island, could not be with us today. He Is a
cosponsor of the proposal which we have before us, and also, of course,
in a key position as chairman of the Education Subcommittee.

T am most grateful to you for your most useful statement.

Mrs. Ropinson. Can T make a closing statement ¢

Senator Monpare. Certainly.

Mrs. Ropinson. T would like tosay something to you:

In Providence we have a situation, as the model cities program is in
South Providence, which is considered one of the worst parts of Provi-
dence, where I live. The model cities in Providence, Rhode Island, is
delegating the child development center to the Headstart board of
directors which is a two-thirds parent group and one-third profes-
sionals. The model cities is assisting in relocation and is remodeling a
shopping center to house both day care and Headstart. T think the
achievements in Providence, R.1., have been tremendous for the parents
involved and through their learning.

Senator Moxpare. You made a point here that is often missed;
namely, that for all of the frustration and public concern about the
poverty programs, it has awakened millions of Americans and pro-
vided a whole new generation of leadership among the poor; a genera-
tion capable of understanding problems, capable of speaking for the
needs of its own people, and now becoming increasingly knowledgeable
about how to assert its rights and win its points of view. Ten years ago
I don’t think that was true.

Mrs. Ropinsox. No, sir; I think Headstart bronght us a long way.
The parents from the local centers go to meetings and the doors are
opened and someone says, “Come on, let’s have a cup of coffee. Let’s air
your problems.” That is the first step in the right direction. If you
take that fearful parent out of the ghetto and let her know she is
needed and wanted—to me, I feel like its a circle of roses where you
have the child in the center, the teacher and the social service center
directly and the case aid and the teacher aid, all around the child, all
the facilities of Headstart. It’s sort of a circle of love and it deals with
the Headstart family, which we are now, a Headstart family. Every-
body is concerned about the child. Everybody loves the child. Every-
body is concerned about its well-being. :

I think this is what made Headstart work, it is the common concern,
the common love that we have for the c¢hild.

Thank you, sir.

Senator Monpare. Thank you very much for your most useful state-
ment.

T understand there is one witness from New York who is not here.
We will take her statement along with any others who could not at-
tend, and other pertinent material submitted and enter them in the
record at this point.

(The material referred to fol. s :)
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF MIRIAM GREEN ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL FEDERATION
OF SETTLEMENTS, UNITED WEIGHBORHOOD HOUSES AND THE CHILD CARE CENTER
OF HUDSON GUILD, NEW YORK

i .
My name is Miriam Green. I am presently a teacher a:de in the

day care program of the Hudson Guild Child Care Center. Like the
srevious two speakers, i am a member of the team of the National
Federation of Settlements and United Neighborhood Hoyses. Before

my present employment as a teacher aide, I served for six years as

an assistant at the Hudson Guild Head Start program. I also vorked
during two summers with their summer playschool program. I grew up

in the neighborhood of Hudson Guild and am 2 graduate of Charles Evans
Hughes High School. I am now attending the Wew York University
training program and am working for a degree to become a teacher.
While I now live in the Bronx, I remain loyal to the Lower West Side ~

where I grew up and where I work - as my community.

Since I am a teacher aide in training, I am going to emphasize in my
testimony the education and training provisions in the bill. I was
particularly pleased to find that preservice and inservice education
are provided for in both sections 514 (J) and 531. Those of us who
have been working our way up a career ladder in the child developmeﬁt
field recognize the need for continuing education as essential and

are nleased that the sponsors of 5. 1512 have given recognition to
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this negd+ HoylVers T kpow that many of my wclleagues share my

fecling Phat tpf folluvipg items need to be claritfied

A cleay Hgtiygstion shourd be made in this bill tetwe. - -:atinuing

educatig® 594 jMyervice graining.
FigSt, 3 ingervice training component is essen =5 any effec-
tyv® oy, Thig iz different from the plansn - -inistrative
stpft Pagbing of a program which is mecessaril; L ~n up wi.th
sy il of protcdures, new policies and regulat. --both govern-
meﬁta1 ayd trom the Policy ¢ incil, as well as . 1T procedural
anﬁ monig@mept issyes. A regular program of inservice vraining
iz Nesfighty for learning new techniques of working with children
qnﬂ to prfviée opportunity for all staff to share their knowledge
de o hpgbaae the total staff functioning as a team. Additionalily,
iﬁsﬁrdigg trpining provides continuity to the program and brings
1oByupey A levels of staff in a joint experience. Our experi-
oSy ¥igp joiNt Sessions of professional and paraprofessional
42tz iy the training program has proved very helpful ‘o both
g¥ Cupss Myreaver, inservice training provides opportunities for
bfihgihg the staf: of various kinds of child care programs to-
Gﬁthgf 274 ghus ephances the service we can render to children
2 4o ganjries. For examhle, it makes possible a sharing of
¢Fderieples Of day care center staff and of program staff from

£y 3¥ 32y care-
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On this basis, I feel that both time and additional funds need

EP be included for inservice craining in the developmen: of the

child care plans pgjq}.ije@ in this bill.

Second, continuing education implies the opportunity for our
participation, in a formal, educational, institutional setting,
where the primary learning focus is on the theory and the method
of education. Participation in a program of continuing -:ducat-on
should add to further academic recognition and ultimate ¢ rti-

fication as a teacher. This should lecad to better job performance

and to open more Jjob opportunities for the individual.

In my own case, I would greatly appreciate the oprortunity to further

my education so that I can increaée my own development and have more

to offer the children and familics with whom I work. As I stated
earlier, I started my career in Head Start with a high school diploma.
Through that expericnce, in:luding participation in Head Start inservice
training, I have been cncouraged to further my education. In fact,

I have been attending New York University at my own expense, but I

have found that it is an extremely difficult thing for me, especially
since the tuition fees have now gone up. The present cost of further
ecducation on my limited teacher ailde income is extremely difficult.
Nevertheless, I should note that in New York City some opportunities

are provided, but they are not enough. The kind of model for continuing
education provided by the Career Opportunity Program of the Office of
Education, should be, with modification, built into 5. 1512. I recom-

mend that S. 1512 be amended to include the opportunity for a staff
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- 4 -
member , with le~-s than a master's depgree, to t=z paid for released time
from the job fo~ the actual time spent in sSchosl and necessary sravel

for school and hat provision for payment for tuition, books and other

educational co . should also be izcluded. I >uld add that otrong en-—
couragement = > .d be given %o inotitutic=s -7 higher learning, parti-
cularly commu- .y colleges, SO that they will develop curricula end time

schedules ad. ..cd to the necds of the many thcusands of people like

me across the country.

As a teacher aide in New York State, I am also gratified to note that no
person will be denied ewmployment in any program solely on the grouad
that he fails to meet State teacher certification standards. Such re-
quirements have been a very real barrier both to the employment of com-
munity people in career ladder jobs and to the use of our skills and
innate ability to work with children. But I also vant to add that we
would not like to see this provision used to diminish the educational
and professional contributions that are so vitally needed - nor to
lessen the opportunities for training made possible under this and

other programs.

Next, I should like %o testify very strongly in favor of the provisions

for services to meet the need of 2ll children to understand the history

and cultural background of minority groups. (Incidentally, my husband

is Black.) In particular, I welcome the hrovision that »lans shall

provide for regular distribution of information "in the functional language
of those to be served." Those of s coming from a Spanish-speaking
background - I am Puerto Rican - who came to this country at the age of
four - know all too well how difficult it is for families, as well as

for children, to deal with materials and understand many of the problems

ERIC 27
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involved vhen we must interpret the language used - to surselves,

to our parents -- to our children. Incidentally, the use of Spanish
in our mixed early childhood classrooms also helps the 1on-Spanish
s-eaking children to pick ud a second language. So mar - parents -
~-d ciildren - needing or seeking help with the develoument of their
children =.mply do not know how to find it because they do not easily
express themselves in English. Snwecific funding to meet this need
should also be spelled out in the Lill and be available from the

earliest possible moment.

Finally, I should like to conclude with a strong endorsement of the
provisions permitting immediate funding of these programs. It is my
strong hope that my community - as well as others - will benefit from
all its provisions, particularly at 2 moment when all our most needed
and helnful programs are being undercut by the proposed vudget cuts
crd, particularly in New York City, by the vandictive attitudes of some
of our upstate legislators and administrators to the special needs

of the citizens of New Y¥ork City.

O
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

william . Milliken, Governor
JEFARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

LEWIS CASS BUILDING, LANSING, MICHIGAN 48926
R, BeRNARD HOUSTON, Directar

June 10, 1971

Chairman, SEMATE EDUCATINN
% LABOR COMMITTEE

U.S. Senate

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Sir

The Midwest Adoption Faciiitating Service was founded in 1267 for the
purpose of establishing a regional center for sharinc ideas, findincs
and resources, problem identification and solution, to upgrade programs
and to improve planning. The oraanization is comprised of the 92

child placing agencies within the midwest reqion of the Child Welfare
League of America. .

At the MAFS Board of Directors meeting in Omaha on April 13, 1971, the
enclosed resolution was Passed asking for the commitment of all MAFS
member agencies and all agencies in the United States and Canada, as

well as the Child Uelfare League of America, in makina an all out effort
to find adoptive homes for Black children with the goal of resolving this
need within 5 years.

We are asking that vour organization supnort and exnlore every possible
means of implementing and promulgatina this resolution.

Sincerely yours

Emmett K. Turner, ACSY
Resolution Task Farce Chairman

EKT:ma

Attachment
cc:  Milton Erickson, President

O
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3
MIDWEST ADOPTION FACILITATING SERVICE
RESOLUTION

" CHILDREN WAITING FOR HOMES

WHE .  surveys continue to reflect a large number of children waiting fovr
sarents through adoption,

WHEREAS © large number of these children are of Black heritage,

WHEREAS thare are a number of successful programs throughout the country which
have demonstrated that adoptive homes can be found for these children,

WHERERT =h> Child Welfare League demonstrated that the child of Indian heritage
‘s no longer facing the same problem of waiting for parents after a
special emphasis program ten years ago, therefore

BE IT RESOLVED that the MAFS regicn make an all out effort to find adoptive homes
for the Black child and set as their goal necessary action for resolution
of this problem within five years.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED to employ the following methods to meet the above goal:

1. Rec—:it the help and commitment of every child placament agency and resource
in -he MAFS arca and throughout the U.S. and Canada.

2. Request the Child Welfare League to Sponsor a national symposium giving
ational attention to tbe problem - bring in agency people to study the
sorkable programs plus coming up with new ideas to share with all agencies
— they may have the tools and knowledge to recruit necessary homes - equip

1 and offer meaningful follow-up services. -

3. 3oonsor a MAFS regional follow-up of the national symposium with a regional
~-~ference to involve all 92 MAFS agencies in this special five year thrust.
That this be a working conference where every agency will participate in
working out necessary methods to reach our goal and be committed to carry-
ing out this method within their agency and state. :

30 .
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June 2, 1971

The Honorable Walter F. Mondale
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Mondale:

Thank you for your letter of May 10 requesting information from
the League of Women Voters of the U.S. regarding the pending
"Comprehensive Child Development Act of 1971" (S. 1512) which
you .co-sponsored. The enclosed brief statement outlining the
League's interest in day care and child development is submitted
for the official record of the Senate Subcommittee on Children
and Youth.

We would like to commend you and the other sponsors of the bill
for the excellent provisions for parental involvement and for
local delivery mechanisms. Any weakening of these provisions
would, we believe, be detrimental to the programs and to the goal
of full participation of citizens in programs which affect them.

We appreciate the opportunity to express our views. Best wishes.

Sincerely,
» Irwin P. Hannum

Enclosure: S. 1512 statement
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June 2, 1971

STATEMENT TO THE SENATE LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CHILDREN AND YOUTH
IN SUPPORT OF
s. 1512

THE COMPREHENSIVE CHILD DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1971

The League of Women Voters of the U.S. supports S. 1512 which provides a
comprehensive approach to day care by initiating federal support for child
development programs. We have supported Head Start since its inception, primaril&
out of concern that disadvantaged children should have early learning experilences
to prepare them to take advantage of educational opportunities in the regular
school system. In addition, the League has recognized the need for public support
of day carc facilities and programs to :allow low-income parents to take advantage
of training, education and work opportunities. It is clear that the early years
are crucial to the child's total life development -~ in fact 50% of his learning
takes place during his first six Yyears of 1life. Thus, we believe that day care
must  be more than elementary custodial care for children of working parents and
more than "Head Start" efforts to compensate when it may be too late. It must be
comprehensive attention to the child's growth needs and potential at the earliest

possible stage.

We are particularly pleased that si 1512 gives priority to children from low-income

families by Providing that 65% of the federal share will be allocated for such

TA
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children, and thnat children below the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) lower living
stardard will be eligible to receive free services. We see an additional value in
that S. 1512 provides for the inclusion of children from families above the poverty
level with priority given to those from single-~ or working-parent homes. These
stipulations accomplish two essentials: they insure that those with the greatest
need are served first, and they create the socioeconomic diversity so crucial to
quality learning situations. We believe this is the soundest basis on which to

build toward the .goal of day care and child development services for all children.

The prime sponsor delivery mechanism by local units of government is sensible and
will undoubtedly prove to be very successful. The Droposal to establish area-wide
Child Development Councils to receive input from Local Policy Councils and to act
as conduits for funds is a viable concept. Allowing cities of any size to act as
prime sponsors assures local control and thus local flexibility in determining the
type of day care needed. The full involvement of parents znd community on Local
Policy Councils as provided in S. 1512 is crucial to program effectiveness. Ve
think the experience of Community Action under OEO kas proved the validity of
invoiving people in programs that directly affect them and their children. By
emphasizing the role of parents, comprehensive day care becomes a family program --
one in which parents control and are :ccountable for their children's lives. The
provision for hiring low-income persons and for training them in career opportunities

is consistent with a comprehensive approach to meeting needs of low-income families.

We believe the level of authorization -- $2 billion the first year, $7 billion the
second, ahﬁ $10 billion the third -~ is the absolute minimum. All the cost figures
that we have seen indicate that providing comprehensive day care for preschoolers
and after-school programs for latch-key children is expensive. The $2 billion the
first year should make a start toWard the goal of adequate services to meet the

health social and educatiomal needs of this nation's children.

It is because S. 1512 would provide real progress toward national comprehensive
child care programs that e file this statement ¢f suppcrt for the ofiicial

hearing record.
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Statement Submitted by
The National League of Cities
and
U. S. Conference of Mayors
on
S. 1512, Child Development Act of 1971

before

Senate Subcommittees on Children and Youth and
Manpower, Poverty and Unemployment

Introduction

The National League of Cities and the U. S. Conference of Mayors have
repeatedly throughout the years supported and called for increased funding of Head
Start and related day tare and child development programs. Mayors and the cities
that they represent have been in the forefront -- since the inception of OEO -- sup-
porting these vital programs. These programs, while not fulfilling the overall needs,
have benefited thousands of children now residing in our cities. But the present ef-
fort is not enough. While thousands of youngsters are ber=fitting from these prog-
rams, others are not. And even the benefits of today's programs are not sufficiently
comprehensive to provide the nutritional, education, medical and other services so
direly needed for the Aisadvauteged as well as the children of middle income families.

The question is one of national priorities. Can the Nation afford to continue
to take a chance on its human resources. Can the Nation afford to risk not investing
properly in its future generations. The statistics show -- and it has already been
pointed out before this Committee -~ that less than 10% of our federal budget repre-
sents all federal expenditures for our young people up to age 21, and yet this age group
represents 40% of the population. Indeed, the comprehensive development of our chil-

dren now living in our urban areas is a priority which cannot be questioned.
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Funding

The Comprehensive Child Development Act of 1971, S. 1512, would
authorize funds essential for this urgent need and would move our federal budget
a step forward in readjusting to the necds so crucial to our cities. Therefore, both
the League and the Confecrence endorse the concepts embodied in S. 1512,

Quality care for every American child should be a priority goal of the
federal government. The funding authorized by S. 1512 moves our nation one step
forward in meeting that goal. To those who argue we do not have the personnel
to match the funding in this legislation, we would urge that they take a look at the
number of unemployed " rofessionals and semi-professionals and cthers within our
cities. That vast amount of talent iies dormant and could be activated to meet the
goals embodied in this legislation. In addition, through our ongoing Programs, we
have learned that individuals who lack substantial formal education can be trained
rapidly to assist immeasurably in the area of child development. With substantial
funding the job can be done. Again, too much is at stake to deny adequate funding
on the grounds that we cannot davelop the personnel to provide adequate programs
for our youngsters. S. 1512 provides funds for training and with the other indi-
viduals rmentioned above, the task can be met and comprehensive programs can be
started in our cities as soon as Congress and the Administration act.

Local Prime Sponsors

The National League of Cities and the U, S. Conference of Mayors, repre-
senting the mayors of over 15, 000 cities, both large and small, are pleased to have
joined with education groups, laboyr unions, religious groups, minority grou}.s,

women's organizations, and citizen groups in a coalitior for the common puspose

of enacting comprehen.ive child development legislation in this session of Congress.
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While there are many bills before the Congress, the League and the Conference
endorse the cencept of local control embodied in S. 1512, Last year, efforts on
the part of some members of Congress to push through child development legislation
without giving citics the opportunity to operate local programs caused grave con-
cern to both the League of Cities and the Conference of Mayors. This legislation
did not provide the opportunity for communities to plan, coordinate, and operate
their individual programs. To be specific, our concern was that the legislation was
too state-oriented. TFor this reassn, we endorse wholeheartedly the language of
S. 1512 which gives the localities preference over state governments for prime spon-
sorship. ‘The mayors are the officials closest to the pralilems and needs of the
youngs-ers that the programs created would serve. No governor should have the
right to veto the funds, the concept or the local coordination cf child development
programs. Child development programs, as has been illustrated, are personalized
programs -- unique and different from programs in other cities. Therefore, each
community must be allowed to tailor its own programs to meet its own needs -~
without interference from state officials who, while motivated by good intentions,
are not close enough to local problems to understand and provide the adequate in-
dividual response. Hence, we urge direct funding, federal to local. And we urge
local control -- local officials joining together with citizens within individual cities
to plan, coordinate and operate programs that are responsive to local needs.
Population

The question has been raised as to what size city should be allowed to
plan and operate these¢ programs. The answer is that every city, regardless of
size, if capable and willing to provide the quality program called for by law, should

be allowed to do so. While some would argue that smaller cities are not capable,

O
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we would disagree. In many smaller citics today -- some of the most innovative

and successful programs exist because the community leadership joined with their
citizens in a worthy, common goal -- the development of the young people residing
therein. Therecfore, we would urge that there be no population cut-off. Instead,
every city should be funded directly and allowed the opportunity to plan, coordinate

and operate individual programs with adequate funds from the federal level.

Head Start

As mentioned above, the Iead Start program has had the strong support of
both the League and the Conference since its creation. There have been attempts
to destroy this significant program, through legislation and proj.wsed funding reductions.
While S. 1512 reserves funds for the disadvantaged equal to FY 1972 levels, and
requires the continuance of on-going Head Start programs unless there is a local
determination to do otherwise, we must als, have language which assures cities
throughout the Nation that they will not receive less under the formula contained in
S. 1512 than they now receive. In the past, we have had some problems with formulas
within legislation which consolidate programs and no city, since the present need
is so great, can afford a reduction of these vital funds.

Child Development Council

In the procedure established by S. 1512 for setting up the Child Development
Council, we think some clarifications should be incorporated relative to the one-third

" requirement. (We assume, since "'poor" is not defined in the legislation and

"pOO['
in light of the subsequent provi-ions of free access to the child development centers of
children whose parents earn less than $6, 900 [(BLS definition of lower level income],

that these parents would fall within the definiton and thus qualify as the one-third "poor"

representation on the Child Development Council. If this is not the case, perhaps con-
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sideration should be given to incorporating this as part of the definition.) In the event,
however unlikely, that the half of the Child Development Council elected from the Local
Policy Councils do not make up the one-third "poor" requirement, it would thus seem
incumbent upon the mayor to appoint such members. In our opinion this would severely
restrict the flexibility of the mayers who, as set up in the bill now, are only able to
appoint half of the Child Develop.ment Council. We feel that requiring the mayor to
appoint two-thirds of his share of the Child Development Council from a specified con-
tingency is undesirable. We feel adequate citizenship participation is present in the
coalition's decision to have half of the Child Development Council elected by the Local
Policy Councils and we do not feel that the one-half of the Thild Development Council
to be appointed by the mayors should be proscribed or limited.

A minor omission with respect to the Child Development Council, that we
suggest ought te be included in the legislation is a specific term of office. There is
no such provision in the legislation now. Also, in the interest of providing for unfore- ’
seen concingencies, there should be some sort of removal mechanism for the mayor’s
gp\pojntees, at least.

Role of the Local Policy Council

While we concur ‘that the Local Policy Council is perhaps in the best position
to determine the needs of its own area, we do feel that their recommendations ought to
meet the goals and objectives set forth by the Child Development Council. While the
Child Development Council may not fund an app lication unless recommended by the
Local Policy Council, there should be no misunderstanding about the fact that because
an applicant has been recommended by the Local Policy Council, the Child Development
Council is under obligation to fund the applicant. In other words, if in the opinion

of the Child Development Council, one~-half of which is made up of Local Policy Council
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representatives, a recommended applicant does not meet its requirements, the
Local Policy Council should be so notified and seek to correct whatever objections

the Child Development Council has cutlined.

Conclusion

In summary, the nation’s mayors stand ready to do whatever possiblec to
help enact this legisladon. We are pleased with the support of many Congressimen
and Senators at the present time. We will call upon all members in Congress from
both parties to join with us, the Members of Congress and the many groups already
involved in our effort, to pass this legislation now. We as’ .ne Administration to
champion our cause and give us strong support for immediate Congcessional action,
and sign it into law -- thus culminating a worthy effort begun by the recent White

House Conference on Children and Youth.

;‘."
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Hatonal Associanos foc the Egucahon of Young Chudeen 1834 Connecticut Avenue, W Washnglon, D C 20609 (202) 232-8777

pay 18, 1971
TESTIMOMY RC: COWPREWENSIVE CHILD DEVELOPMEWT ACT OF 1971 (S. 1512)

tilton E. Akers
Executive Director
lational Association for the Education of
Young Children

jir. Chaivrman, distinguished members of the Committee, | am Milton

Akers, Executive Dircctor of the Hational Association for the Education of

Young Chijldren. Our organization aspires to serve over 19,000 members who

work with and for young children across the nation.

| feel it a distinct privilege to appear before you to speak on

behalf of proposed legislation which may well prove to be one of the most

sigaificant actions for our children in this entire century. | refar to

the beginning of a genuine and incelligent commitment to the young child

in this nation set in motion by the 'Comprehensive Child Development Act of

1971 and its compauion legislation in the House of Representatives.

The distinguishing characteristic of this proposed legislation

is that it focuses directly on insuring the total development and well being

of the young child himself, rather than serving as a means to another end.

Granted, there has been significant legislation at the Federal level in the

past which served to protect the young child from exploitation, such as the

Child Labor Laws or other guarantees of his safety. in all previous leais-

lation which gave substantial attention to the young child, with the possible

exception of Project Head Start under the Economic Opportunity Act, pro-

visions fér the young child have inevitably served as the means to another

o o
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end. | refer, for example, to the WPA nurseries established during the
depression. Although a number of children were admirably served, the pri-
mary purpose of such programs was the provision of job onportunit es for
adults. A similar project instituted by the Lanham Act enabled day care
services for working parents whose contribution to the V'orld “ar 11 effort
was essential. Here again, many children were given commendable care, but
| would stress the point that In both of these examples the csre of the
child was simply a means to the end of resolving manpower problems.
Recognition of the importance of a goocd beginning in early years

is to be found in Project Head Start. Even in this most worthy effort. in
which special attention was devoted to the young child, the basic motivation
stemmed from an attempt to come tO grips wivh the problem of devastating
national poverty. | am not alone in my impressions that in many instances
concern for a 'head start’ for the child from the less advantaged home or
community became secondary to the provision of job oppnrtunities ar for
the development of new techniques for coping with the politicai structure.
Hezd Start served to underscore the lack of commitment to the young child
in his own right.. Dut the demonstrated success of such concentrated com-
prehensive e’ ‘orts directed toward the younger child gave inspiration and
impetus to the program of services set forth in the legislation we are
considerinag.

“ind great satisfacticn jn referring to ourselves a3 a ''child
centered society. e like to believe that we care deeply about America's
children. | feel America is a nation which does like its children, enjoys
and demonstrates affection for them. The extent to which we really do c=re
about our children as one of our most valuable resources may be rather

severely ruestioned. Our actions somehow belie our words. 1| am aware of
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the fact that those of you who have authored the ‘'Comprehensive Child
pevelopment Act' need no elaborate dc .mentation of this statement. 1 would
like., even SO, to point out a few facts which in my judgment demonstrate the
lack of a concern for our young children, the lack of respect for this group
as a potential human resource, that not only reflects the Yack of commitment
but even approaches criminal negligence on the part of a responsible citizenry.
it is utterly shocking to me that this nation which stands so high
throughout the world in terms of medical knowledge, ranks 14th in infant
mortality, fccording to materials dic~ributed at the President's recent
white House Conference on Children, we had moved to the dubious distinction
of 13th place in 1968. ..ccording to information ! have received from one
Federal agency, we dropped from that position to lhth in 19(.9. Ve have
the technical knowledge to change this situation. Certainly we have greater
wealth than many of those nations which rank high above us on the infant
mortality scale. If we really cared about our young children - if we
sincerely apprectated the potential they represent - we would head that list.
Our failure to mobilize our knowledge and resources stands out
vividly in another area. The report of the President's Committee on ental
Retardation, MR 70, cites malnutrition and undernutrition as major causes of
impaired mental development. e know from animal studies and from studies
of children in South Africa that improper and inadequate diet of mother or
offspring at certain critical points in pregnancy oF sc 1 after birth
impair both mental and physical development. We know further that this
impairment is permanent and irreversible, regardless of the quality of sub-
sequent putrition. ilot only are we aware of the arim consequences of
such nutritional deficits, we are also well informed as to the simple causes,

essentially the lack of certain vitamins and proteins. Here is anothet
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dramatic and shocking example where we have the knowledge and certainly the
resources to prevent a flagrant waste of our human resources. A nation
commi tted to children would not tolerate this situation.

I would repeat that such a commitment to the young child, expressed
in terms of action, energy and funds, is almost totally lacking in this
country. '~ do have a commitment to education and have endeavored to fulfill
this commitment when the child becomes, according to our earlier understand-
ings, '‘educable’ in a school situation. So deep is this commitment that if
anyone were to sugqgest that we eliminate the First Grade from our public
school program, he would invite an incensed reaction. \e have a strong
commi tment to education from age six. e need similarly strong feelings
of obligation to serve the younger child.

The ''Comprehensive Child Development Act'' promises the beginning of
such a commitment. Under the provisions of this bill, the optimal development
of the young child, intellectually and physically, is the end purpose. Value
of and respect for the intrinsic worth of all of our young children is
accorded an appropriately high priority. His well-being is our singular
concern. He serves as a means to no other end; except, of course, in our
long range visionary goal for his optimal effectiveness as a mature citizen
of this nation.

As | study the descriptinwns of programs to be approved 1 am struck
by the specific provision for attention to physical and inteliectual needs
with 11ttle if any concern expressed for his emotional development. 1t
is possible to have a healthy bodv provided with age-appropriate intellec~
tual stimulation, but unless there is recognition of the fact that all of
this transpires within the human context we will not accomplish the well

integrated personality which is essential to human effectiveness.

El{fC‘ 43 .-
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nur pasic knowledge of the capacity of the young child for learning,
which, incidentally, dates back many decades, has without doubt been sharpcned
and increased by study, research and evperimentation especially during the
decade just past. ‘le view with increased respect the receptivity, the
responsiveness of the young child to a positively stimulating environment.
\e have new apprecziation for the need for early stimulating experiences
even for the very young infant and their effect on his total intellectual
development. |t appears that at no other point in his life is the child,
through age five. so tractable, so responsive to the totality of his environ~
ment. ‘e tend, in our zeal, to see all endeavors for his nurture as positive.
Perhaps we need to —emind ourselves that this very openness to environmental
stimuli puts him also in the position of being acutely vulnerable. The
very fact that he is so impressionable must. alert us to the fact that he
is just as capable of being hurt and permanently damaged by negative or
destructive experiences as he is of responding positively to constructive
nurturance.

With this awareness in mind, 1 would like to raise a few questions
as to provisions within the proposed Child Development program which have
specific relevance to the quality of experience to be provided for the
young child. Fully aware of certair social and economic forces currently
at work in our society, | nevertheless view with increasing alarm our wille
ingness to put more and more, younger and younaer children into qroup care
situations. For example, 1 believe that we do not really know what it
means to a three or four vyear old child, what the permanent effects will be,
to find himself spending most of his waking hours as simply one little
person in a large group. Vle kpow this is a critical pariod in the davelop-

ment of his self-concept, adequacy, trust and autonomy. Can his needs be
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fully attended to so that we may accomnlish the goals of our commitment

o his optimal development unless he is in the hands of knowle geable ana
capable adults? The quality of his experience during the major portion

of his day becomes of crucial importance. |f my knowledge of family life
patterns, particularly in those homes where the single or both parents vork
is at oIl accurate, | seriously doubt that these needs can be fully met in
the few hours he spends there. To the best of my knowledge, the morning
hours in most homes become frantic efforts to get everyone where he belongs
on time. The stereotype of the limited time the child spends in the evening
with his parents or other members of the family as a relaxed, loving,
patiently understandina experience is straiaht out of television, or more
probably, wishful thinking on our part. ~Ferhaps we are expecting more than
is humanly possible when we assume that any parent can accomplish, physically
and mentally, a full day's work, cope with the everyday frustrations of his
job and his co-workers, and return home at night peaceful, serene and able
to give of himself to the needs of his children. Reqgardless of his physical
condition or emotional attitudes, | have no doubt that these few hours of
contact with the parent or parents are those which have the greatest im~
pact on the developing child. However, aware of the limitations situation-
ally imposed on many parents, we must take every precaution to insure that
the child's day, spent in the care of other adults, is the best we can
provide for him. This means that the adults he meets must be insightful,
knowledgeable, sensitive and understanding, able to distinguish each child's
uniqueness, his own living and learning styles, his fears, his doubts and
his feelings about himself and others. The adult must be capable of pro-
viding for him the specific relationships and experiences which will insure
his intellectual, emotional and social growth. In short, each and every

young child, no matter in what sort of program he may find himss1f, has
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the right to be served by competent adults.

The definition of competence in those who work at all levels with
young children is one with which we continue to stiugale. | think it is
safe to say at this point that we know conclusively that no matter what
may be the proqramatic 2pproach in offerings for young children, it is the
human factor that makes the essential difference. Awareness of this fact
is deronstrated within the provisions of the bill by specific attention
to technical assistance and the provisian of training at all levels for
those who will implement programs. Some of my professional co-workers may
be dismayed to hear me say thay | appreciate and understand the intent of
that provision which vwould eliminate the pbarriers of state teecher certiti~-
cation requirements as they presently exist. Please note my qualification,
itas they currently exist.'” A life-long experience of coping with teachers
who have certification under current provisions, but lagk-essential competecnce,
underlies my agreement. However, to abandon any c;;gern with some definition
of levels of competence and insistence on the provision of experiences of
the highest quality we ncw comprehend seems to me to be falling short of our
commi tment to the ycung child.

In this area of the proposed legislation | should like to express
four concerns:

1. There must be established standards for competence in

those persons who will be given responsible positions in

relation to the young child, the center or program director,

the leader of the group, and the array of paraprofessionals

which constitute the supporting staff. Very much in

point here is a current study being conducted by the Office

of Child Development to investigate the establishment of a

new professional categofy- pemons trated competence in

a6
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conducting a quality experience for a group of children

would be the basis for awarding the credential for this

new professional category. The credential would be
reciprocally respected throughout all of the states.

Gther professional groups like my own have worked and
continue to work on the definition of a credentialling

system for levels of higher professional categories.

2. The need for axtensive and ongoing training programs
which will provide and sustain Qrowth in competence is recog-
nized within the bill. The actual amount allocated for these
purpcses seems to indicate a lack for understanding of the
magnitude of the responsibility. Even supplemented with
funds, hopefully increased, under the Higher Education Act,
the amount of 25 million dollars for technical assistance

and training falls far short of even minimal! requirements

in these areas. iilany co-workers share my opinion that we
fell short of the full potential of Head Start by not pro-
viding much more e:xtensive initial training experiences and
especially by not providing sustained supportive super-
vision to personnel on the job as they worked with children.
Admittedly, such sustained training experiences are expensive.
But one must ask quite soberly, do we intend to follow throiigh
on our expressed commitment to give every child the best
possible start we can.

3. A third concern arises in thes area of monitoring of
programs. As presently delineated in the bill, monitoring

wouid be essentially the responsibility and furction of

O
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the Child Development Council. Granted the bill does
indicate that the Child Development Council, before

anproval by the Secretary, must demorstrate evidence of
capability ''for effectively planning, conducting,
coordinating and monitoring'’ the prcgrams to be served.

It must be remembered that, although we are building on

the experience of Project Head Start, Parent-Child Cemnters,
Title | Projects and a variety of other similarly oriented
pruarams, the Comprehensive Child Development Act in effect
laun. wcs a massive approach to serving the young child, his
par=~ts and potential parents. It adds the new promulgation
of "Federal Standards of Child Develcpment Services'' as

well as a ‘Uniform Minimum Code for Facilities,' both of
which are, in my judgment, highly commendable moves. 1
fully support also the extension of the concept and practice
of parent and community involvement in the selectiun of
Child Development Councils and Local Policy Councils.
dreater effectiveness for children through this approach

has been clearly substantiated.

For the past six years | have been fairly close to a

variety of Federally funded programs for children. For

one year | directed a Head Start project. Since then | have
worked and consulted with personnei functioning at all
levels in a broad variety of programs. Because of what |
have seen in the field, | would strongly urge, certainly

in the initial phases of the program, that there be careful
monitoring from the Federal level. For the sake of tﬁe

children served, | should like the assurance that Child

ag
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Development Councils at all levels have effectively
demonstrated the required capability to develop, t ‘=

and monitor good service programs for children and their
parents. One possibility might be increasing technical
assistance from the Federal level until those responsible

are assured that individual progrars are solidly establistied
and functioning well.

4. Although | respect deeply the intent of that section of
the bill which '"provides that insofar as possible, unempioyed
or low-income persons residing in communities served by
projects will receive jobs providing career opportunitieg...’,
| wou'ld hope that we constantly keep in mind that this is one
program in which the children come first...and remain our
first consideration. From personal experiences | am fully
commi tted to the provision of career opportunities. 1| could
name amonqg my acquaintances some individuals who came to pro-
grams with innate and intuitive abilities who have, through
career development opportunities, accomplished competence
which borders on greatness. This is not always, however, the
case. Because my first concern is quality of experience for
children, | wouid urge carefui screcning of ail parsonnel,
trained and untrained, to afford the children the best qualified
person immediately available. This effort must not be allowed
to deteriorate to the point that children are used, once

again, as the solution to a manpower problem.
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Finally, | would commend highly the authors of this plan for
strengthening the existing Office of Fhild Develonment. In its com-
paratively brief history this aaency has clearly demonstrated the
validity of such an organizational design. An even stronger O0ffice
of Child Development with authority and functions clearly delineated
will go far toward accomplishing the commitment to the child under six
which President i!ixon has frequently noted as one of his goals.

The Office of Child Development becomes the strong advocate for
children viewed as imperative by participants in the 1970 Vhite tlouse

Conference for Children.

o P
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Telephone: (202) 393-4332

National Urban League, Inc.

Washington Bureau Cernoria ID. Johnson, Director
425 Thirteenth Street, N. W,

Suite 515

Washington, D. C. 20004

Mr. A. Sidney Johnson, III

Staff Director

Subcommittee on Children and Youth
Room 506, Senate Office Bldg. Annex
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dea?¥ Mr. Johnson:

Thank you for giving che National Urban Lesasue an opportunity to
submit a written statement for the record of the joint hearings of
the Subcommittee on Children and Youth and the Subcommittee on
Employment, Manpower and Poverty on the Comprehensive Child Develop-
ment Act of 1971.

We regret that we did not have an opportunity to present our views
to the subcommittees formally, but hope that the attached discussion
of child development will be helpful to those who must decide the
fate of S.1512.

Sincerely,
el Nhornin

Mrs. Ruthe Farmer
Assistant Director
National Day Care Project
RF/pb

Attachment
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Written Statement of the
NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE

to the

Subcommittee on Children and Youth

and the

Ssubcommittee on Employment, Manpower and Poverty
on the

Comprehensive Child Development Act of 1971
June 3, 1971

The National Urban League welcomes the opportunity to comment
on Senate Bill 1512, "Comprehensive Child Development Act of 1971."

The National Urban League is a professional, non-profit, non-
partisan community service organization founded in 1910 to secure equal
opportunity for black and other winority Americans.

The League seeks solutions to problems of income, employment,
education, housing, health, and civil rights for the masses of black and
brown Americans who want a better way of life. It wcrks through local
affiliates in some 98 cities located in 36 states and the District of
Columbia, five regional offices and a Washington Bureau.

The national crisis we face regarding the care and development
of our most valuable national resource, our present and future generations
of children, has been clearly established by numerous studies and innumer-
able statistics'and has been widely publicized in forums Tike the White
House (.nfarence on Children as well as in the mass media. The myria of
legislation that has been proposed by iembers of both houses of Congres:
during the 91°t and the current sessions demonstrates that the magnitude
of the problem is arvusing the intere-t of large numbers of people. It is

not necessary, therefore, in this presencation to cite the statistics and



720

studies which have been so thoroughly cited and auoted. Instead, it is
rerhaps more meaningful to express our conhcern ge..c.211ly in relation to

several sections of Senate Bill 1512.

APPROPRIATIONS

If we are, in fact, to accept that the Nation means to address
jtself to the needs of children and their families to the extent and with
equal fervor as the public rhetoric indicates, then the level of funding
proposed in the bill muct be viewed very critically.

when we as a Nation mobilize to attack a problem of national
security with external implications, we move with haste and vigor on every
possible front with little consideration of the cost. Uhen we address
domestic problems which involve national security, in this case the future
of the country through its future citizens, the approach is timid and
hesitating. Perhaps it is an indication that we are not convinced that
there is a real threat *» our future in the neglect of our children. Al-
though $.1512 is one of the most genergus in terms of proposed funding
Jevels, it fails to make serious impact on the existing need. The concerned
public must view the level of commitment in terms of the resources proposed
to be applied in proportion to the documented existing need.

The Natjonal Urban League, therefore, urges that the appropriations
precaosed for the Comprehensive Child Development Act be increased to meet,
at a minimum, the "acceptable" level of need for group care for 3 to 5 years
as quoted by Senator Walter Mondale from the Of ice of Child Development

estimates in his introduction of tnis bill on April 6, 1971. This does
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not begin to address the programs and needs for infants and toddlers
(under ” and over 5) and their families, but would at least indicate some
degree of sincerity and commitment on the part of those who are now being
seen as child and family advocates. Needless to say, appropriations for
subsequent years should be made more realistically in line with the docu-
mented needed.

We further recommend that the legislation prescribe a time frame
within which all families and their children will have comprehensive child
development programs available. As a Nation, we can do this provided the
will is there as we have clearly demonstrated by our space-exploration

efforts.

INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF CHILD CARE AS A COMMUNITY SERVICE

Head Start was promoted as a wiue~scope solution to the problem of
poor families in terms of their health, nutritional, social and psychological
needs and the school readiness of the children. Wo one can deny that some of
these needs were ameliorated for some families who participated in the natioral
Head Start effort. We would be remiss, however, ¥ we failed to recognize
that it is now being funded at maintenance levels (FY1972). This means that
no new programs can be mounted and that even those children who are eligible
for this “imited program cannot be served.

It should be noted that Head Start was started as a Johuson adminis-
tration "high visibility" program. The Nixon administration may be less than
eager to promote 2 previou. and opposition pariy's politirally motivated show

piece. This is understandabie if we recognize that many programs come into

O
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being because of political opportunism. America's children should not be
subjected to or dependant upon the Tour-to-eight year whimsies dictated by
the specific interests of the individuals in power aL a given moment.
Children are not fads and do not "~ass off the scene as do bobby socks, pop
rock, hula hoops and mini-skirts. They become the policy-makers and the
senators, the congressmen and presidents of our Nation of the future. Jhat
is done for children now shapes the Nation's tomorrows.

We urge that comprehensive child development programs not be
cons Jered demonstrations of what can be done or temporary experimental
programs, but that any legislative and administrative action taken in this
area be acted upon on the basis of the establishment of permanent services
and institutions for families and children, and in the recognition of the
fact that the need will more than likely increase rather than decrease as
time goes on.

Funding procedures, therefore, should address Tong-term goals.

We recommend that the legislation require three-to-five year-commitments

to operating agencies. We recommend, also, an annual program review as
well as an appeals process which provides reasonable avenues for redress of
grievances. A parent who has a threa-~year-old who is 10 years old hv the
time an appeal is finally decided upon (and this can happen) does nou have
reasonable avenues of redress.

We recommend some type of direct appeals process for parents who
can demonstrate that . center does not serve the best interests of their
children and thamselves. One alternative might bz to provide temporary
vouchers to allow them to seek >rvices on the '"open market" in order to

provide needed services until they are able to obtain either the changes
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deemed necessary in the center in which they enralled or until they no
ionger require the service.

It is also necessary that adequate funds be made available for
construction of facilities for long-term use. Considering the meager
financial resources available i~ the inner-city and other areas with
concentrations of minorities, e.g. Indicn Reservations, and if, indeed,
these ponulations are to be given priority preference, then it is clear
that funds for construction of facilities must be unencumbered and avail-
able in sufficient amsunts to &aduress the needs of poor communities. We
recommend , therefore, that the appropriaticn for construction be radically
increased.

In addition, we urge that the sponsors of the bi11 recognize that
many of the communities with high concentrations of the population are
given priority status in the language of the bill, while other human ser-
vice facilities such as libraries, medical and dental ¢linics, reccreaticn
and educational facilities are totally inadequate or nonexistant. The bill
should provide some mechanism for coordination and collaboration between
programs which provide these other services. It should not, however, be
so intricate a procesé as to hinder the establishment of facilities for

comprehensive services to young children and their families.

RESPONSIVENESS TO CLILKHT PARTICIPANTS {PARENT PARTICIPATION)

High among the concerns that must be kept in the forefront of the
thinking that goes into any child development legislation is that child rearing

is a family wcl'ter and that this is the prerogative of the poor as much as it
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is the affluent. Provisions of the legislation and subsequent implementation
procedures must work to enhance the family structure, not to diminish it.

There is no question of whether the non-subsidized or the affluent
of our society control their schools, neighborhoods and the other institu-
tions with which they affiliate. Control is an implied -- and frequently
explicit -- condition of their membership in any social structure. The right
of self-determination must be assured for the less affluent if they are to
fee]l effective personally and effectively responsible for their progency.

In the aftermath of the civil disorders of recent memory, many
studies, on-the-spot and more detailed, indicated that much of the evident
hostility was a manifestation of a lack of control over the forces that
affect one's destiny: alienation was the keyword of many descriptive
efforts. If this -- alienation -- is a valid conclusion, it would seem
apparent that assurances of parent control and neighborhood involvement are
essential ingredients of an effective program in any human services area.

Alienation from pasitive communi.y buildirg efforts is not a
congenital condition; it s a learned response to overwhelmingly pervasive
and neyative existing conditions.

Programs for children, the focuses of which are delineated and
addressed through policy-making and responsibility for im, .umentation of
members of the family and cormunity representatives, selected or elected by
those families, offers a prime opportunity to begin to ameliorate the
"alienation Syndrome."

A program directed at the solution of an overwhelming family-and-

community probiem -- child development and care -- is logically the most
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suitable and acceptable vehicle for the mobilization of community interests,
resources, and participation that can be found.

We recommend that or all levels -- Federal, state, local and
individual center -- policy, funding, planning, and program monitoring
authorities provide for full and responsible participation of clients of
the service.

We propose that parents of eligible children constitute 531 per cent
of the Child Development Councils and Local Policy Councils mentioned in the
bi1i. We further recommend that an additional 15 per cent of such panels be
made up of professiona11y trained persons from the relevant discipiines,
(early childhnod development. education, arqhitecture, program and/or fiscal
management, social work, psychology, nutrition, medical and dental, etc.)
selected or elected by the parents as their representatives and/or advisors.
The client-responsible representation on these various levels would then

be 66 per cent.

DELIVERY SYSTEMS

Any serious effort to improve the guality of the lives of children
and their families, especially poor and minority groups, must provide a
mechanism as unencumbered as it is humanly possible to create if it is to be
effective rather than frustrating.

We are all aware of the fact that everyone pays an income tax if
he has income. We also know that the collection processes and filing pro-
cedures and convoluted language of the documents that the individuwi has to

deal with makes it almost always necessary to obtain accounting assistance
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in order to assure that one has met all legal requirements in reporting
income. Assistance is often hard to get and frequently the price one must
pay for the service operates as a hardship. Now, this situation viewed
critically is ridiculous on its face. It appears that one is penalized
for having income at all. Add this to the other Penalties that the poor
and undereducated pay and the picture becomes arotesque.

We caution against the establishment of layer upon layer of
(often politically motivated) planning, review, and approval authorities
that mitigate against programs designed to meet the needs of children and
their families as they (the families) see them. We feel that direct
Federal grants to local community groups would provide the most workable

mechanism.

Intermediate levels of involvement such as coordination and
review committees or commissions have a necessary function. We urge, how-
ever, that the legislation clearly indicate that the Congressional intent
is that the role of these intermediate agencies is to be promotional and
positive rather than, as so frequently is the case, restrictive. In other
words, the record must show that the administrative »rocedures and opera-
tional guidelines developed as a result of the passage of this bill will
be designed clearly to encourage and assist local community groups to
mount programs to serve their own identified needs and interests.

We recognize an inconsistency in the language of the bill in de-
fining the prime sponsor role and that portion of the Statement of Findings

and Purpose which reads, in part, to provide that decisions on the
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nature and funding of such programs be made at the community level with
the full involvement of parents and other individuals and organizations

in the comrunity interested in child development. . ."

RESEARCH

We strongly oppose the establishment of a Mational Center for
Child Development for a variety of reasons.

First, recent history reveals that major nationwide research in
Head Start, for example, have not produced a great amount of knowledge that
has valid applicability across the board. The one thing that can be unfail-
ingly predicted as a result of research designs applied nationally is that
as soon as results become known, the objections to the methodology, questions
of validity, and counter-findings become as well known as the findings them-
selves. As a matter of fact, much of the broad and generalized research
that is done would remain obscure except for the challenges it generates
once it is put into print.

Massive research efforts by nature has to be insensitive to the
special needs of diverse populations. In description of the activities
of the National Center, Section 552(b) (1), there is the implied notion of
a single approach to child development processes and that once this approach
is discovered and understood, then the Center is "to assure that the result
of research and development efforts are reflected in the conduct of programs

affecting children." We feel that the function of the National Center as

60
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def ned is inconsistent with Section 514(D) which deals with programs
designed to meet the special needs of minority groups, Indian and migrant
and bi-1ingual children.

The natural result of such massive reszdrch efforts is to define
or redefine a set of norms by which all participating families and children
will be measured, thereby further enhan:ing deficiency theories currently
used. This places a premium on conformity in program development and
operation and negates the notion of the desirability of developing programs
to serve theneeds of a diverse population. In other words, a diverss
population realistically dictates diversified research and diversified
researchers. The staffs of Federal agencies currently responsible for
early childhood programs are sorely deficient in the number of minor®
groun persons in policy-making positions.

Minority representation on staffs of offices having researc
responsibility is even more noticeably absent. In programs affecti .ne
Jives of children to the extent thit this bill proposes, such built
biases are intolerable.

Further, the recent Roxbury experience in which community groups
mounted an education program designed to inform residents of the implication
of the research planned in their community by a group of Harvard researchers
resulted in the refusal of the community to participate in the project.

The leadership of the Association of Black Psychologist has also
taken a position against certain forms of universal testing. This is
indicative of the mounting resentment in the black community and, most Tikely,
in other minority communities toward insensitive investigators descending

upon blacks to do what they regard as irrelevant researcn.
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There are a number of Federal agencies that are currently engaged
in research in child development and related fields. To add another appears
to he ",sarkill."

We recommend, therefore, that the proposal for the establishment
of a National Center bz deleted. Funds authorized under this section should
be applied to project grants for research designed to assess the extent to
which the goals established by the program are being acnieved in operation.
We advocate research efforts that begin at the center level and flow upward
rather than research that begins at the Federal level and rarely has immediate
impact on the lives of children in the program. Full participation of the
clients dictates that they be the major designer of research efforts. T~his
is not to imply that they supply the technical skills but the goals of the
program, and therefore what the program will be held accountable for should
be dictated by them. Findings, too, must then be made available to them so
that proper recommendations based upon these findings can be made.

Needless to say, some mechanism for collection, coordination and

dissemination of local research findings should be established.
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STATEMENT OF PAUL MINARCHENKO

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF STATE, COUNTY AND MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES, AFL-CIO

SUBMTTTED TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, MANPOWER AND FOVERTY
AND THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON CHILDREN AND YOUTH
OF THE SENATE LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE COMMITTEE
ON THE COMPREHENSIVE CHILD DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1971 (5. 1512}
JUNE 4, 1971

The American Federation of State, County and Municipal
Employees, representing state_and local government employees, is
greatly concerned about the problems of child care aud development.
Our views reflect, in large part, the concerns and needs of the
over 4.6 million women now employed by state and local governments,
more than one million of whom have children of school age and
almost 900,000 of whom have children under six years of age.

Latest available statistics indicate that women workers
represent over 51.0 perceni of total local government employment,
an increase of 43.1 percent from 1964 to 1968. In state government -
they are 41.0 percent of the workforce, an increase of 40 .7 percent
during the same four years.

The projected trends for increased labor force participation
of women in the next ten yeérs, particularly those with children
under age 18, anticipates further dramatic increases in their
employment by state and local governments.

However, we believe that these projections must be significantly
raised primarily due to the great emphasis now being placed on

getting mothers off welfare rolls and into jobs. TFor example,
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H.k. 1, the welfare "reform" bill &oon to be considered by the
House of Representrtives, contains provisions wﬁich would require
mothers’with small children to take work, even at substandayd
wages, or lose financial assistance. Additionally, in térms of
impact on public employment, the bill authorizes the establishment
of a '"'public service employment" program which is designed to 
create jobs in state and local government.

Although H.R. 1 contains a provision for child day-care

by ticlf vautFiCund 1o nelt alu prediayg nveud Sor doy-Gare .

services, the program i%‘iaadeqaaee. Further, the emphasis on
relieving welfare costs through forced work requirements, in the
absence oi comprehensive child csre programs, simply means fiscal
relief at the expense of the children. We cannot accept this
philosophy -- it is too great a price to pay in the name of
“welfare reform''. .

It has long been an accepted fact that child care sexvices
are inadequate. In 1965, Ehe Women's Bureau of the U.S. Department

of Labor conducted a survey of the 6.3 million mothers who worked,

to determine the kind of care provided for their 12.3 million

children under the age of 14, and particularly for their 4.5

million children under the age of 6. That survey revealed that

about 87 percent of the children required supplementary care ==

i

| L
were outside the home. Torty-six percent were cared for at home

only 13 percent were in school during all the hours their mothers

&by other family members, 15 percent by mothers on the job, and 16
i
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percent by relatives outside the home or iA small family day-
care homes. Only 2 percent were enrolled in any type of day-care
center or nursery school. Most shocking of all -- 8 percent,
including 18,000 preschoolers were left to take care of themselves.
Today, that situation is much worse. Although some progress
has been made, the need for day-care services is reaching critical
proportions. For example, in 1967 there were nearly 3 million
children who were in need of day care because they were in one-
parent families, or because both parents worked and the family had
a marginal income. The women in those families work out of compelling
necessity or to meet the basic needs of their families -~ to take
them out of the grips of poverty.
As more and more women enter the workforce as it is predicted
they will, whatever their metivation, the lack of day-care
facilities and services will be one of the most serious needs in
our society.
This compelling need for child care services exists in all
communities, by all kinds of families. It is most critical in
those families with mothers who are forced to work. If this need
is not met, tite cost of society's failure may be immeasurable in
human terms.
j The '"Child Development Act of 1971" (S. 1512) xecognizes the
%eriousness of this problem and represents a bold step forward.
ihe American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees

)
ﬁully supports this leglslation and urges its enactment.

ERIC
60
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WasHINGTON, D, C. DFFICE
CHRISTIAN SciENcE COMMITTEE ON PUBLICATION
oOF
THE FIRST CHURCH oF CHRIST, SCIENTIST, IN BosToN. MASSACHUSETTS
CaFrriTZ BUulLDING, RooM 906

1625 EYE STREET. 4. W.WASHINGTON, D. C. 20005

June 4, 1971

Honorable Walter Moudale, Chairman
Subcommittee on Children and Youth
United States Senate

Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Mondale:

Your bill, S. 1512, to amend the Economic Cppor tunity
Act to provide a comprehensive child developmenr & program
in the Department of Health, Education and Welfare, has been
receiving our careful attention, and we would like to take
this opportunity to offer some comments and a suggested
amendment.

There is a great need in America today to provide

educational and scocial opportunities for young children

to help them develop their full potential more adequately,
and we support any progran which promises to provide the
milieu within which our children can get a clear Ssense

of their possibilities for self-realization. We deeply
appreciate the many hours of intelligent effort you and
your Subcommittee have given to this effort.

There is one aspect of S. 1512 which could be

improved, however. As a portion of the total development
of children under <he bill there is ample provision for
medical and psychological care and treatment. A broad

range of services will bhe provided within the child develop~
ment program to test, immunize and treat children for many
kinds of physical and emotional difficulties. Among the
children unde:r the program there will be some who coue
from Christian Science families. They will have been
taught in their homes to rely exclusively on spiritual
means through prayer forx the prevention and treatment of
physical and mental illnesses. Christian Science families
would be reluctant to place their children under any
program which did not clearly guarantee them exemption
from compulsory medical examination or treatment.
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Christian Science as a healing system is now well
over one hundred years old and has been relied on by
countless thousands of Americans at every level of our
society. It has been recognized by the Federal Govern-
ment as an acceptable lLiealing system under several health
prcgrams, most notably Medicare and Medicaid. Also,
exemption from medical treatment has been specifically
provided in sectio.. 317(g) of the Public Health Service
Act, the "Communicable Disease Control and Vaccination
Assistance Amendments of 1969" (Section 361(a)(7) of the
Public Health Service Act), Section 515 of the Social
Security Act (The Maternzal and Child Health Program) and
Section 1907 of the Social Security Act (Tne Medicaid Pro-
gram), as well as Section 20(a)(5)of the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970, a bill written last year
in the Committee on Education and Labor.

Another legislative approach to the problem of caring
for poor children, the "Child Care Corporation Act" was
added by the Senate Finance Committee to the Social
Security Amendments of 1970 (which ultimately died at
adjournment), and that day care program contained two broad
exemptions for Christian Scientists, one for the children
and one for staff members.

While we realize that S. 1512 is not intended to
compel any child to accept services against his con-
science, nevertheless, experience with similar programs
in the past has taught us that specific language in the
statute itself is necessary to protect those with religious
scruples from overzealous workers at the local level. Ac-
cordingly, we are suggesting the following language for
inclusionr on page 52 of S. 1512:

After line 19, insert the follec.ing new section:

Sec. 568. No child seeking care under
this Act shall be required to undergo any
medical or psychological examination, im-—
runization, or treatment, except to the
extent necessary 1w protect the public from
epidemics of coniagious diseases, if his
parent or guardian objects thereto in
writing on religious grounds."

Line 21, amerd "Sec. 568" to read '"Sec.569."
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Christian Science parents are deeply concerned in
the health of their children, but they would find
compulsory medical examinations repugnant to their
religious beliefs. It has been Sur experience that
m andatory medical treatment follows examinations in-
evitably. At the local level, where the gquestion
of compulsion arises, officinls probably would not
be aware that treatment 1is optional but examinations
are mandatory and would tend to medically treat all
children regardless of religious objections. In sach
a situation Christian Science parents would reluctantly
withdraw their childfen from the program in order to
maintain the religious integrity of their households.

Again let us express ar appreciation for yoar effort
to meet the long-ignored personal and educaiional needs
of the very young children in our society, paurticularly
those who suffer from cultural & .d economic degrivation.

Cunningham, Ma
ton, D. C. Offige

(In duplicate)

LRIC 68 ..



AMERICAN OFTOMETRIC ASSOCIATION

WASHINGTON OFFICE
1028 SEVENTEENTH STREET, Nuw.
WABHINGTON. D.C. 20038
202¢783¢4010

June 4, 1971

The Honorable Walter F. Mondale
Chairman

Children and Youth Subcommittee
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
United States Senate

Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Mondale:

The American Optometric Association is vitally interested
in yeur joint-committees' hearings on the Comprehensive
Child Development Act and appreciates the opportunity to
submit its comm ts thereon.

We a.-ce deeply aware cf the critical need for adequate

child development services and in particular the need for
vision care during the crucial years of early childhood

and for these reasons we have prepared the attached statement.

The statement indicates our views with regard to the need
for adequate vision services in child development and also
reflects certain recommendations regarding how optometric
vision services may be included within the legislation.

We hope that the information is helpful to the committees and
we stand ready to assist the committee in any way you deem
proper or necessary to effect the best possible type of
ccmprehensive child development legislation.

- Cordially,

Ny Tk

Donald F. Lavanty
Director
Department of Federal

Attachment Legislation

ERIC
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The Amecrican Optometric Association appreciates this oppor-
tunity to submit its comments on 3. 1512, a bill to provide a
Comprchensive Child Development Program in the Department of Health,
Educa®ion and Welfare.

Becausc optometry recognizes the critical nced {for adequate
child development services and particularly vision care needs during
the crucial years of early childhood, we applaud and approve the
proposed bill's broad and balanced approach to the child development
problem. We agree with the proposal's cmphasis on providing @ full
range of health, cducational and social services and with the need
to proceed wisely and prudently in the initial implemecntation of
the proposal by focusing on pre-school children who suffer from the
circunstances of economic and social deprivation. Finally,6 we agrce
that the implementation of the program should involve the government,
the community and individual parents.

Specifically, we wish to address this statement to the importance
of vision care in the education and development of children and to
the specific qualifications of an optometrist in mecting these vz
needs. We will conclude with certain recommenhdztions relating to
child vision care provisions in S. 1512.

Good vision is critical to the intellectual and social develop-
ment of Amcrican children and should be given a high priority in any
Child Development Program. For vision is at the heart of the lecarning

process and any impairment of this precious Tresource can seriously
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impede a child's learning a—d maturation process.

Because reading 15 the primary educational skill, it is
estimated that over 80% of all lcarning takes place through the visual
process, resulting in a direct relationship betwecen reading skills
and adequate vision. Yet, millions cof children suffer fror child
related visual defects such as binocular visual impairment, amblyopia
or lazy eye blindness, strabismus or cross visicn, and unsatisfactory
muscle coordination all of which, if undetected and untr-~ated, have

an adverse effect upon his readine skills and, consecquen:ly, his

>
educational development.

Proper binocular or two-eyecd vision is especially rritical for
the achievement of a child's maximum reading potential. inocular
vision allows the child to see with both eyes at the sar .ime and to
fuse the two pictures in the brain so that a simple visual impression
results. Yet, millions of children, even those with so called "perfecct
vision' of 20/20 visual acuity, have not lecarned to maintain binocular
visual perfeormance so as to make effective use of the impulse signa -d
by the cyes to the brain. This impairment, according to a study by
the U. S. Public llealth Service in 1965, affects 7.4% of thce American
children at age 6 and grows to 17.2% at age 11.

Another child related visual defect is amblyopia or what is
commonly known as '"lazy eye blindness.'" This visval decfect whicn is
a result many times of nutritional deficiencies and is therefore
prevalent in economically and socially deprived areas, lecads to a

general dimming of vision in the child. Unfortunately, it occurs
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without any external manifestation so, unless a child's behavior 1is
radically affected, it usually is undetected until it reachcs an

advanced stage. An article in the Amcrican Journal of Public Health

in 1965 estimated that amblyopia may affect 6% of the Amecrican
chiluren, with the majority affected being of a pre-school age.

Yet, these particular disorders, along with strabismus or
double vision, and unsatisfactory muscle coordination do not
necessarily have to result in the tragedy of impeding a child's
educational and social development. All of these visual disorde.s,
if detected early, can be permanently corrccted or at least amel-
jorated by the techniques and devices of modern visual science.

The profession of optometry has long pionecered in the arca of
learning theory as it relates to visual disorders ana from this long
involvement has developed techmiques and instruments to correct
these damaging defects. In the field of orthoptics, optometrists
have been able to secure normal binocular vision through the utiliza-
tion of orthoptic exercises in which ocular muscles are exercised
by means of prisims to correct visual deviations. Through the use
of visual training techniques developed by optometry, individual
optometrists have becen able to pcrmanently rcctify unsatisfactory
muscle coordination in child vision. In detecting amblyopia or lazy
eyc blindness, optometrists have been able to correct by the applica-
tion of visual training techniques and, in those advanced cases, to

at least ameliorate the disorder by the prescription of proper lIcnses.
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It is well known in cascs of childhood strabismus or cross vision
that, where such disorders go undetected, surgery is usually required,
but where therc is early detection, the application of visual training
techniques by an optometrist can permanently corvect such disorders
without the costly and dangerous necessity of surgery.

The tragedy, then, of child visual disorders and their con-
sequent effect upon learning and development, lies not in the fact
that they can be dctected and corrccted, but in the fact that, {or
millions of American children such disorders go undectected, particulariy
in children of prc-school and carly school ages and especially in
children from cconomically and socially deprived circumstances.

And, although the tragedy is an individual one for the particular
child suffering from a visual disorder and stunted development, it
is casily translated in a larger social tragedy whén millions of
children experience the frustrations of impeded intellectual and
emotional development. For the child or youth hampered with a
vision problem which adversely affects his ability to +.ad or learn
becomes, quite naturally, frustrated, and more often than not, he
vents this frustration on his tcachers, school, parenis, community
and general society. It is not coincidental that up to 80% of
deliquents and semi-deliquents studiecd by the White Housc Conference
on Juvenile Deliquency had learning difficulties, cspecially in
recadirc, and poor vision are found to be a contributing factor in
50% of these casecs. Nor is it coincidental that the same White Ilouse

Conference found that inner-city ghetto children appcar te have a

O

ERIC 73



741

much higher -- in some studies almost twice as high -- incidence

of lecarning disabilities, perceptual difficulties and developmental
visual problems than do the more advantaged children in other parts
of the city.

Clearly, the dimensions of childhood visual disorders should
represent a challenge to all Americans. If it is so acceptable to
state that every American has a right to adequate health care, then
it should be acceptablc to state that every American child has a
right to the unimpeded attainment of his educational potential and,
where anything interferes with this attainment, a child should have
a right to services which can correct such interferences. The
American Optomctric Association fecls that the corrcction of visual
disorders and general vision care sevvices should be i . promti
position in any specii o wiuaa Developuont Program, and since the
profession of cptometry is the primary provider of vision care for
the American people, wv stand rcady to assist in this regard, and
rccomme:. . the “3llowing anendments to the Act:

RECOMMEL DATION.:

() That the term ‘comprehensive hecalth' under project applica-
tions be expancded and amended to include: childhood visual
barrier= .  including preventive vision care and treatmen-~
for scvers handicaps related to the visual process and
that such sc-sices 1ay be provided by either an opto-

netrist or a physician skilled in the disecases of the evc